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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir appears from Mr. Fraszr’s letter on the Land Transfer 
Act, which will be found in another column, that the London 
County Council are now being threatened that if they do not 
allow the Act to be tried in their district in manner desired by 
the authorities, legislation will be brought forward for the pur- 
pose of making the Act compulsory all over England. Not- 
withstanding our confidence in Mr. Fraszr’s means of know- 
ledge, we really trust that there is some mi ion as to 
this matter. We are reluctant to believe that 
breach of faith can be seriously contem: 

Registry Office. If it were attem i 
events, the effect of uniting all solicitors 
to the audacious project. 


Ir cannot be said that the i 

of reviving the old practice ‘cm 

House of Lords, has been attended 

Ostensibly the House was in doubt as 
i eegehetenh ip 

the judges was required. judges 

advice, not indeed with imity, but by such 

entitle the result to great consideration. Such 

is obvious from the judgments 

all the highest authorities reject with 

have declared to be the law. Of 

surprised at in this. It was known that 

the House was divided, and no one supposed that 

ee aoe would 

discussion. Lord Hzrscnztt, for 
add to the judgment os 





to 


cows, aro foernentiy ween MAF tease 
ews, are uen’ 

by having than avticiaed’ by j 
present constitution of the House 
appeal makes it fully 
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A psciston has at length been given on the ‘‘ waiver clause ” 
in ee, It has been held by Cuannztt, J., in Bensusan 
v. ‘ke that the clause is effectual so far as it intimates to the 
applicant for shares the nature of the contracts with the mention 

which he is dispensing. Under section 38 of the Companies 
Act, 1867, it is required that every prospectus shall specify 
the and names of the parties to any contract entered into 
by the co y, or the promoters, directors, Gr trustees of the 
company, before the issue of the prospectus; and a prospectus 
not complying with this requirement is to be deemed fraudulent 
on the part of the promoters and dircctors knowingly issuing 
the same as regards any person taking shares on the faith of the 
proapertes who has not had notice of the omitted contracts. 

ing to the interpretation put upon this comprehensive 
provision, it is not limited to contracts entered into on behalf of 
or binding on the company, but “ includes every contract made 
before the issue of the prospectus the unoviolae a which might 
have an effect upon a reasonable subscriber for shares in deter- 
mining him to give or withhold faith in the promoter, director, 
or trustee issuing the prospectus” (Gover’s case, 1 Oh. D. p. 200 ; 
Tycross v. Grant, 2C. P. D. p. 546). Upon the section as thus 
construed Lord Davey’s committee made the following com- 
ments in their report of 1895: “Section 38 is at once too wide 
and too narrow. Itisso wide as to include contracts made in 
the ordinary course of business of a going concern. It is so 
narrow in its scope that it does not even require the contracts in 
— to be open for inspection by intending investors, and it 
oes not apply to an issue of debentures or debenture stock.” 
ion was also taken to the doctrine of constructive fraud 
ted in the section, and the committee advised that the 

section should be repealed. 





A provision the requirements of which were so impracticable of 
fulfilment, and, in general, so useless when fulfilled, has natu- 
rally led to attempts to get rid of it, and the use of the waiver 
clause has become practically universal. It has never been 
quite clear, however, that it constitutes, on the part of sub- 
ecribers assenting to it, an effectual release of their rights under 
the section. There is the danger of the section being held to 
confer a right inseparable from membership in a company 
similar to the right, just recognized as superior to the private 
constitution of the company, for any member to present a 


winding-up petition (Re Peveril Gold Mines (Limited), ante, p. 
96), or the liability to pay up on every share the full nominal 


ue. On the other haud, there is no reason why each member 
should not contract separately with the company, or the pro- 
moters and directors, in respect to rights not inalienably con- 
ferred upon him, and if the rights conferred by section 38 are 
of the latter kind, the waiver clause is good. This view has 
been taken by Cuanvett, J., though with a reservation depen- 
dent upon the general doctrine of the release of rights by 
waiver. The person affected must know what he is waiving. 
In Bensusan v. Clarke it was held that this condition had not been 
complied with. The clause in the prospectus asked for waiver 
only in respect of contracts relative to the issue of the capital, by 
which an intending purchaser would of course understand 
underwri contracts. The clause in the application forms 
was in wider terms, and by it the applicant agreed to waive 
generally any claim he might have for non-compliance with 
section 38. It was proved on the part of the plaintiff that a 
contract for sale of property by a promoter to a trustee for the 
company had not been disclosed, and Cuannetu, J., held that 
po this omission the waiver clause was no protection. The 
applicant may waive compliance with section 38 so far as 
regards any contracts or class of contracts the existence of which 
is sufficiently indicated to him to enable him to exercise a judg- 
ment in the matter, but not one of which he knows nothing. In 
settling waiver clauses it will be essential for this limitation to 
be borne in mind. 





Hiruzrro tue tendency of all the cases of recent years has 
been to affirm the validity of mortgages of uncalled capital. It 
is essential that such a mortgage should not be prohibited by 
the memorandum of association, and that power to create the 





mortgage should be conferred by the articles, either in their 
original form or as subsequently altered (Jackson v. Rainford Coal 
Co., 44 W. R. 554; 1896, 2 Ch. 340); but, if the power is clear, 
there is no doubt as to the efficacy of the mortgage (Re Phenix 
Bessemer Steel Co., 32 L. T. 854; Newton v. Anglo-Australian 
Investment Co., 43 W. R. 40; 1895, A. CO. 244), and the mort- 
gage is equally effectual both before and after a winding up (2s 
Pyle Works, 38 W. R. 674, 44 Ch. D. 584). In these cases, 
however, there was no question as to the special restriction upon 
calling up capital that may be im by section 5 of the 
Companies Act, 1879. This section provides that a company 
“may by a special resolution declare that any portion of its 
capital which has not been already called up shall not be capable 
of being called up, except in the event of, and for the purpose 
of, the company being wound up.” It can by no means be 
taken to be clear that this provision ousts the rights of mort- 
ees of uncalled capital when once a winding up has occurred. 
rior to the winding up they have, of course, no control over the 
reserved capital; but when a winding up has commenced and the 
capital has been called up, the purposes of the winding up 
require the payment of all creditors in their due order, and 
prima facie any security which certain creditors have obtained is 
in no way prejudiced. Thus, upon the capital being called up 
by the liquidator, the rights of the mortgagees—the debenture- 
holders—would attach upon it, and it would be available only 
for the general creditors after the claims of the debenture- 
holders had been satisfied. There is no statutory provision that 
for the purposes of winding up all creditors shall rank against 
the assets pari passu without regard to their securities. This 
view, however, has not been adopted by Wricur, J., in the case 
of Bartlett v. Mayfair Property Co., decided by him a week ago, 
and he has held that where a special resolution is passed 
pursuant to section 5, the -capital reserved by it is placed out- 
side of the company’s power to mortgage uncalled capital. It 
is to be noticed that in Re Pyle Works the present Master of the 
Rolls referred to section 5 as confirming the view that capital 
called up in a winding up was properly part of the capital of the 
“ary se and was therefore pf ra to a mortgage of capital, 
but he reserved the question whether there was anything in the 
Act to prevent capital with respect to which a restrictive 
resolution had been passed from being mortgaged. With all 
deference to the opinion. of Mr. Justice Wricut, we should have 
thought that, in view of the authorities on the validity of 
mortgages of uncalled capital, it would have required stronger 
words to oust the right of the mortgagees than a mere direction 
that the capital was only to be used for the purpose of a 
winding up. 





In a case of Reg. v. West, which was tried at the last Durham 
Assizes, the prisoner had been committed for trial for rape. No 
bill, however, for rape was presented to the grand jury, but 
instead of such a bill, one was presented and found for having 
unlawful connection with a girl below sixteen and above thir- 
teen years of age, under section 5 (1) of the Criminal Law 
Amendment Act, 1885. Upon this indictment the prisoner was 
tried and found guilty. It was then submitted, in arrest of 
judgment, that the prisoner was entitled to be discharged, on 
the ground that the prosecution had been commenced more 
than three months after the date of the alleged offence, contrary 
to the provisions of the Act. It appeared that he had been 
arrested and committed for rape soon after the offence, but that 
more than three months had elapsed between the offence and 
the assizes. It was urged that the prosecution for the offence 
for which the prisoner was tried only began when the bill was 
presented to the grand jury, as he had not been charged with 
that offence before the istrates, and that therefore the 

risoner was entitled to the benefit of the statutory limitation. 
ether this contention was sound or not was considered last 
week by the Court of Crown Cases Reserved, and the question 
was decided against the prisoner. By section 9 of the Acta 
prisoner indicted for rape may be convicted of an offence agai 
section 5. If, therefore, this man had been indicted simply for 
rape, he might undoubtedly have been convicted of the offence 
of which he was in fact convicted. It would be very strange if 
he were entitled to be discharged altogether because it was not 


thought proper to put him on trial on a graver charge. The 





BSEESESSESSARESRES 1] 


SREESESSREEEGS 


s 


BSREFFSSS. FRSSSESC ESS SSSeer TA TSE TT ETRE IEEE 








ir 
al 


am 


but 
ing 
ir- 
aw 
vas 

of 


ore 


hat 
und 
nce 
vas 


the 
on. 
ast 
ion 
ot a 


nce 
e if 
not 
The 





Dec. 18, 1897. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











-_-— 





only reasonable view seems to be that taken by the court— 


namely, that the prosecution for rape was a prosecution for any 
| crime for which e person charged Pich rape could be 
| convitted, and—that—at-the time-of-ths 


commitment the lesser 
ern included in the greater. There is an old case of 
exactly a century ago, Rex v. Wallis (1 East P. CO. 186), in 
which the same point was taken. this case a man had been 
committed for trial for high treason by unlawfully counterfeit- 
ing the coin of the realm. He was, however, indicted and con- 
victed for a lesser offence against the coinage included in the 
greater, in respect of which it was provided by statute that no 
tion should be brought except within three months. It 
reported that ‘‘the judges at a conference unanimously held 
that the information and proceeding before the magistrate was 
i commencement of the prosecution and that the 
variance between the manner of laying the offence in the indict- 

| ment and charging it in the commitment made no difference.” 





Tux Court of Appeal have differed from the Divisional Court 
(Wits and Grantuam, JJ.) as to the important question raised 
by Attorney-General v. New York Breweries Co. © company is 
an English company, having its registered office in London, 
though it carries on business in the United States. Huznry 
Orausen, of New York, died in 1893 entitled to a large number 
of preference and ordinary shares and of debentures in the 
company. By his will, which was duly proved in New York, 
he appointed two Americans as executors. The com recog- 
onl their title without requiring probate of the will in this 
country, and gave effect to it by transferring into the executors’ 
names certain of the shares and debentures, and paying them 
the arrears of dividends and interest due at Oxausen’s death. 
In consequence of this ing the Crown claimed that the 
company intermeddled with the assets of the testator so as 
to constitute themselves executors de son tort, and to render 
themselves liable to pay probate duty on the value of his interest 
in the company estimated at upwards of £10,000, but the Divi- 
sional Court rejected the claim. The executors, it was held, 
were entitled to receive the assets without proof of the will, 
and the company were consequently protected } by the authority 
of the executors. This result ap at first sight to follow 
from Sykes vy. Sykes (L. R. 5 OC. P. 113), where it was decided 
that the agent of an executor named in the will is not liable to 
be treated as an executor de son tort, although the will has not 
been proved, and a person recognizing the title of an executor 
and handing over property to him ought to be in as good a 
position as an agent. But in Sykes v. Sykes the will, although 
it had not been proved at the time when the acts were done 
which were alleged to constitute the agent an executor de son 
tort, was proved by the time the action was commenced, and 
hence the etna of the executors could be proved by pro- 
duction of the probate. In the present case the executors had 
not proved, and had no intention of proving, the will in this 
country, and on this circumstance the case has isti 
guished in the Court of Appeal from Sykes v. Sykes. The 
New York Breweries Co. are, in fact, unable to shew by pro- 
duction of an English probate in the ordinary way that th 
were acting under the authority of executors named in the will, 
and consequently they cannot get rid of the primd facie liability 
4s executors de son tort imposed by their intermeddling with the 
assets. As a rule companies are not so complacent as to allow 
of any dealing with the shares of a deceased person without pro- 
duction of a duly proved will, and for the future any such pro- 

ing will be checked by the knowledge that the company 
themselves will have to’ pay the duty which the executors are 


trying to evade. 


Tax Oovrr of Fy have taken a different view from the 
Divisional Court of the effect for the purpose of succession duty 
of the arrangement in Attorney-General v. Brown (45 W. R. 
446), In 1881 Gzorcz Brown, a cotton spinner, took his son 
into partnership for a period of five years, the assets of the 
business then amounting to £62,445. The son brought in no 
ital, but it was arranged that of this sum £41,630, or two- 
should be credited to the father, and the remaining 
£20,815 to the son. The partnership deed then contained pro- 





been distin- | mortgages 


visions for the distribution of the several shares in the capital 
in the event of the death of either 

term of the partnership, and in the 
its natural course. In the last case the son’s share in the 
capital was at the expiration of the term to 
one-half. In the case of the father’s death during the term, 
the son was to have the whole of the 

ment of £10,000 to his estate. In the case of the death of the 
son, the father was to have his share of the capital and was to 
pay £15,000. The father died in 1884, the assets of the firm 

then valued at £67,810, of which the father’s share was £45,8 
and the whole of this shareconsequently 

to the payment of £10,000. On the face of the matter, 
it would seem that there was a clear beneficial 
of the son of £35,894, and upon this amount the Crown claimed 
succession duty accordingly. The above statement sets forth 
the leading features of the P t, but there | 
Which ‘Reppened,  iademaity bis father't eotate aguinet the 
which ha ed, to i ify hi 8 estate against the 
debts of the firm, and upon the whole the Divisional Oourt 
(Vavenan Wirtiams and Kzwnepy, JJ.) held that the a 
ment was to be treated as a commercial transaction, and 

the son took the father’s share in the capital by purchase and 
not by gift, so that he was exempt from the payment of duty. 
But the judgment of the Court of A: seems to take a more 
correct view of the meaning of the arrangement. Although the 
father did not give his share to the son out and out, yet the 


obvious intention was that the son should be a very large 
gainer, and this was borne out by the different arran, 
ment for the event of the son’s death. The father in that event 
got only one-third of the ca 


pital, and yet was to pay £15,000, 
while for two-thirds the son was y £10,000. Such an 
arrangement, as the Court of Appeal out, was not made 
upon a commercial basis, and the benefit which the son in the 
event took was a gift in respect of which duty was payable. 





Tue recent case of Re Smyth, Leach v. Leach (ante, p. 81), 
before Romer, J., is very similar to Attorney-General v. Sudeley 
(44 W. R. 340, 45 W. R. 305), and, as in the latter case, it has 
been held that the proceeds of situate abroad which 
have to be administered in this country are subject to probate 
duty. In Attorney-General v. an ish testatrix was 
rp Sige the will Stage neh, ote a 
whose was in England by English executors, 
pameagty tes a hi eet ee a ne oh ae 
amo perty, money in in 
catnte in Now Zestana, At the date of the testatrix’s death 
the had not been realized. It was held by the Oourt 
of Appeal, and the decision was affirmed by the House of Lords, 
that the testatrix’s share in the residuary estate was an we oo 
chose in action, and that probate duty was payable in Eng 
by her executors in respect of her interest in the New Zealand 


and it was only by 4 i r 
here that her could be 

was in the nature of an English asset. In Re Smyth the 
Eespenty in question: was a: plantation te Dentin, tes SO Se 
ill of an English testator who died in 1839, was devised upon 
trust for certain for life, and upon their death for sale 
and division of the proceeds 

ade oes vor ap gy Fe oo matin 
uestion arose w was pa es pec 
of his interest under the will. Having to the decision in 


therefore, to duty in this country. 








WwW provision requiring ‘‘ punctual 
ment”? Aeottg the recent decidion of taseion, vin 
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Leeds Theatre of Varieties (Limited) v. Broadbent, the provision 
does not necessarily require payment on the due date, but is 
satisfied by payment within a reasonable time after. Upon this 
view the question whether payment can be postponed at all, and 
if so, what is a reasonable time for postponement will depend 
upon the nature of the particular transaction. In the case 
before Kexewicn, J., a mo deed whereby £7,000 was 
secured provided that payment of the £7,000 should not be 
required for three years if in the meantime every half-yearly 
payment of interest should be punctually paid. The first half- 
Ge interest was due on the 15th of August last, and, it not 


was made to the mortgagors on behalf of the mortgagees. No 
satisfactory reply being sent, the mortgagees gave notice 
calling in the money at the end of three months. Under 
pressure the cheque was sent by the 24th of August, but the 
mortgagees insisted on their right to call in the mortgage for 
‘default in punctual payment. Under these circumstances Kexz- 
wicu, J., held that the delay had not been unreasonable, and 
that the notice to call in the money was bad. But this leaves 
the matter very much at large, and it would have been more 
satisfactory had the mortgagors been held bound to payment on 
the due date. The practice of allowing indulgence in the matter 
of payment of interest on a mortgage may be common, but it is 
by no means universal. It is perfectly competent to the parties 
to make their rights depend upon payment at the date named, 
and the word “‘ punctual” is not inapt to describe such pay- 
ment. In Hicks y. Gardner (1 Jur: 541), the only case in which 
the word seems to have come in question, this meaning was 
adopted, and it would have tended to certainty had that authority 
been followed. In future no one can know what the word 
means without going to the court. 








THE DECISION IN AZZEN v. FLOOD. 


Te House of Lords have given their long-deferred decision in | i 


the important trade-union case of Allen v. Flood, and by a 
majority of six (Lords Watson, Herscuett, MAcNAGHTEN, 
Suanp, Davey, and James) to three (Lord Hatssvury, O., and 
Lords Asusovrnx and Morris) have overruled the judgment of 
the Court of Appeal and the opinions of the great majority of 
the judges of the High Court who were summoned to the 
assistance of the House on the re-hearing of the case. The 

t is an end to the notion that interference by one 
., With another map, B., in 











e or Bb. 

The facts which have at length brought the question to settle- 
ment can be very shortly stated. In April, 1894, two ship- 
wrights, Froop and Tayzor, were employed by the Glengall 
Iron Co. in repairing a steamship at their dock at Millwall. 
Upon the same job other shipwrights were employed, and also 
@ number of ironworkers, the latter class of workmen being 
considerably in excess of the former. The ironworkers were 
members of the Boilermakers’ Society, and it was a rule of their 
union that ironworkers ought to work in iron only and ship- 
wrights in wood. Upon this job Froop and Taytor were work- 
ing in accordance with the rule, but on a former occasion they 
had violated it by working in iron, and the ironworkers decided 
to have no association with them. They sent for ALLEN, a 
district delegate of the Boilermakers’ Society, and he, acting on 

/ their behalf, intimated to the manager of the Glengall Co. that 
' all the ironworkers would stop work unless Froop and Taytor 
, Were dismissed. This course was rendered practicable without 
any obvious illegality by the fact that the men of both classes 
engaged merely by the day. Although, therefore, in the 
course the engagement would continue until the com- 
| enpr of the job, yet on either side it might be terminated at 
@ close of any day. The manager of the company was un- 
ation get rid of Froop and Taytor, but he was still more 
to incur the loss consequent on a stoppage of work, 
the obnoxious workmen were di For the injury 
done them they brought an action against ALLEN. 


paid, on the next day application for immediate payment | ( 


. | the same kind of injury to the plaintiff. It seems rather a fine 





The iarity of t the dismissal of the plain- 
vids, just pointed out, involved no breach of contract. LEN 


procured any breach of contract on the part of the 
company, nor in bringing pressure to bear upon the manager 
had he used, or threatened to use, any violence. The only way, 
therefore, of supporting the action was to base it upon malico— 
that is, upon the intention of injuring Froop and Taytor for 
the sake of procuring a benefit for the members of the Boiler- 
makers’ Society—and the questions which Kznnepy, J., left to 
the jury were designed to ascertain the existence of malice in 
this sense. The questions (so far as relevant to this issue) were : 
1) Did Auten maliciously induce the company to discharge the 
plaintiffs ? and (2) Did Atizn maliciously induce the company 
not to engage them? To each question the jury returned an 
affirmative answer, with a verdict of £20 damages for each 
plaintiff, and in these findings Kxnnepy, J., upon the authority 
of Zemperton v. Russell (41 W. R. 565; 1893, 1 Q. B. 715), gave 
judgment, as he was bound to do, in favour of the plaintiffs. 
This result was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. 


The question of the correctness of the decision has really 
depended upon the effect to be given to the judgments in Lumley 
v. Gye (2 E. & B. 216) and Bowen v. Hall (29 W. R. 367, 6 
Q. B. D. 333), and upon the authority to be ascribed to the 
decision and the dicta of Lord Ho r in the old case of Keeble v. 
Hickeringill (11 East 574n). The two former cases decided that 
for A. to induce B. to break hie contract with ©. gives C. a 
right of action against A., provided injury results to O., and 
provided A.’s conduct was malicious. To quote a well-known 
passage from the judgment delivered in Bowen v. Hall by 
Brett, L.J., on behalf of Lord Sersornz, C., and him- 


self: “Merely to persuade a person to break his contract 
may not b6 wrongful in law or fact... . But if the per- 





? 






ensues Here it is clearly laid down | 
pith of the civil wrong which gives rise to the action is the | 
malicious intention, and, admitting this result to be correct, it | 
was not difficult to treat the violation of an existing contract as | 
immaterial, and to take the step which was subsequently taken | 
in Zemperton v. Russell, There, as in the present case of Allen 
v. Flood, the complaint was that the defendants had hindered ‘ 
the plaintiffs in the carrying on of their business by preventing 
them from obtaining contracts, and since this conduct was mali- 
cious, it was held that there was a good cause of action. 
“There was,” said Lord Esner, M.R., “the same wrongful 
intent in both cases, wrongful because malicious. There was 





distinction to say that where a person maliciously induces a 
person not to carry out a contract already made with the plain- 
tiff, and so injures the plaintiff, it is actionable, but where he 
injures the plaintiff by maliciously preventing a person from 
entering into a contract with the plaintiff, which he would 
otherwise have entered into, it is not actionable.” 

This reasoning, of course, is perfectly good so long as it is 
admitted that malice is the leading ingredient in an action 
grounded on the procuring of a breach of contract ; and the 
notion that it is such an i ient is supported by Lumley v. 
Gye and Bowen v. Hall. But_the House of Lords have now 


distinctly laid it down that the gist of the action is the procuring 
the breach of contract. Without aract of actual anlewTalness 
malice does not constitute a cause of action. The point is clearly 
put in the judgment of Lord Herscuert. After observing that 
the advance from Bowen v. Hall to Temperton v. Russell seemed 
by the Court of Appeal to have been regarded as only a small 
step, he said : “So far from thinking it a small step from the 
one decision to the other, I think there is a chasm between 
them. The reason for a distinction between the two cases 
appears to me to be this—that, in the one case, the act procured 
was the violation of a legal right, for which the person doing the 
act which inj P = —_— - su as al ai be the 
person who procured it, whilst in the other no le ight was 
violated by the person who did the act fro: ep. 

suffered.” Even defendant has procured a contract to 
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be violated, it is still necessary, in order to ground an action, 
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that he should have done this knowingly, and it seems that the 



















av it be taken to have been 
satisfied by this knowledge on t of tt fendant. is 
actionable, therefore, y to B. to break 
his contract with C.; it is acti p, also, as Lord Warsc 
of illegal Nisan to procure B. to 


pointed out, for A. by the use 
do“arract detrimrental to OC. DUE in D cases 
action is the primd facie unlawfulness of A.’s conduct, unlawful- 
ness which amounts to a civil wrong if it is accompanied by 
knowledge on his part of the effect of his conduct. In Allen vy. 
Flood this element of illegality was absent. ALLEN procured the 
Glengall Iron Co. to break no contract with Froop and Tayzor, 
nor, in intimating that the ironworkers would in a certain event 
exercise their undoubted right of leaving work, did he do any- 
thing unlawful. The action, therefore, was based solely on 
malice, and this, in the opinion of the majority of the House of 
Lords, was not enough. 
There remains the argument founded on the decoy case— 
Keeble v. Hickeringili—and on the support given to it by a dictum 
of Bowen, L.J., in Mogul Steamship Co. v. Macgregor (87 W. R. 
756, 23 Q. B.D. p. 613). ‘ He that hinders another in his trade 
or livelihood is liable,” said Lord Hotz, ‘to an action for so 
hindering him”; and, again, an action lies ‘‘ where a violent or 
malicious act is done to a man’s occupation, profession, or way 
of getting a livelihood.’ According to Bowsn, L.J., “inten- 
tionally to do that which is calculated in the ordinary course of 
events to damage, and which does, in fact, damage another in 
that person’s property or trade, is actionable if done without 
just. cause or excuse.” 
lessened by the fact that the conduct of the defendants in the 
Mogul case, although intended to benefit the defendants at the 
expense of the plaintiffs by injuring the latter in their trade, 
was held not to be actionable; and Lord Ho xt’s ruling has, 
with slight exception, slumbered fully in the reports until 
it was revived for the p of the present controv Lord 
Hatssury says that the right of the plaintiffs to employ their 
labour as they will isa right both recognized by the law and 
sufficiently guarded by its provisions to make any undue inter- 
ference with that right an actionable wrong. Lord Hxrscuex. 
does not deny this, but he parallels it with another right. ‘A 
man’s right not to work or not to — a particular trade or 
calling, or to determine when or where or with whom he will 
work, is in law a right of precisely the same nature and entitled 
to just the same protection as a man’s right to trade or work.” 
Whether the right is used well or rid it is one which has 
hitherto always been recognized as unassailable, and by it com- 
binations of men have sought to enforce their own social rules. 
From a popular point of view the recognition of this right in 








the case of trade unions is the leading feature in the case. To | gag 


lawyers the point of chief importance is that malice or indirect 
motive, though a anied by loss to anothe) now definite 






wiul act. 

















COMPANIES WINDING UP DURING THE LEGAL 
YEAR 1896-1897. 


i. 


Atmost the first duty which the House of Lords performed in 
the beginning of the legal year was to pronounce its decision on 
the appeal in Salomon v. Salomon § Co. (45 W. R. 193; 1897, 
A. O. 22), the so-called ‘‘one-man company” case. The result 
was exactly what had been anticipated—the decisions of the 
Court of Appeal and Mr. Justice Vavanan Wittiams were 
completely upset. The facts of this case are too well known to 
need re-statement here. No company draftsman was 
daunted by the decision in the court of first instance, and even 
when the Court of Appeal had affirmed that ruling, the pro- 
fession remained unconvinced that the law had been correctly 
stated. Those members of it who had doubts found enough to 
uiet their minds in Mr. Patenr’s criticisms in 1 Oompany 
ents, 6th ed., 
Syndicates, 13th ed. (1897), p. 52. 
Debentures ing @ company’s uncalled capital are now so 





But the value of this last dictum is | bein 


; Legislature in sections 2 and 3 of the Preferenti 





p. 460, and Private Companies and | j 


whether such securities are authorized in the case of the par- 
ticular company offering them for subscription ; and also that 
‘the debentures contain apt words to include the uncalled 
capital. A strong instance of the result of omitting to make 
this inquiry is afforded by Mr. Justice Onirry’s decision in Re 
Streatham and General; Estates Co. (45 W. R. 105 ; 1897, 1 Oh. 15.) 
The memorandum = articles gent pro eth 9 - the 
com 8 property, present uture, including its un- 
called expt The debentures charged ‘‘the undertaking and 
all its ro whatsoever and wheresoever, both t and 
future’’; but it was held that the uncalled capital remained 
uncharged. The decision, if correct, shews that it is not safe 
to adopt the apo in the ———- and —, for in 
this case they defined present property as being in- 
clusive of uncalled capital, and all the property, both present 
and future, was c by the debentures. 

In South African Torritories v. Wallington (45 W. R. 467; 
1897, 1 Q. B. 692) an attempt was made by a company to 
obtain, as damages for breach of a contract to lend money on 
its debentures, the a Ad the Lege — for; but 
the Oourt of A on the breach the o — 
recoverable tte actual loss waffered. following Bes. Jus 
Currry’s decision in Western Wagon and Property Co. v. West (40 
W. R. 182; 1892, 1 Oh. 271). 

The terms “ floating security ” and “‘ floating charge,” now so 
often found in debentures, are assumed to be synonymous. 
The former has now been defined in the House of Lords by Lord 













: 18 of the essence Oo. 
nant until the undertaking charged 
concern, or until the in whose favonr the charge is 
created intervenes. His right to intervene may, of course, be 
suspended by agreement. But if there is no sment for 
suspension, he may exercise his 
defau Soveriments Stu ha o See . 
Manila Railway Co., 45 W. R. 358; 1897, A. O. 81, 86). This 
case related to debentures; but, in the case of a bill of sale 
given by an individual trader, Lord Macnacuren said in 1888: 
“Tt belongs to a class of securities of which, perhaps, the most 
familiar example is to be found in the debentures of trading 
companies. It is a floating security reaching over all the trade 
assets of the mortgagor the time being, and intended to 
fasten upon and bind the assets in existence at the time when 
the mortgagee intervenes. In other words, the py od 
makes himself trustee of his business for the purpose of 
security. But the trust is to remain dormant until the mort- 
ee calls it into operation” (Zailby v. Oficial Receiver, 37 
. Cas, 523, 541). 

” has now -been recognized by the 

noone 

Bankru Amendment Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. e. 19). 
‘Act gives t the debia mentioned in section 1 of the Preferential 
Payments in Bankru Act, 1888, over the claim of 











W. R. 513; 1888, 18 
The term “ floating 


debenture-holders and de’ -holders having a floating 
The difficul of enforcing & ing charge by fore- 
closure in the a of any one s corall Gaon illite 


is pointed out by Mr. Justice Kzxewicn in Re Continental 
Ea Co. (45 WR. $18; 1897, 1 Oh. 511). According to the 
same learned judge, where an action is pce oot Akg tener 
holder on behalf of the class to enforce de res charging 
uncalled capital, =) _— may, under 


E } rty , 

shareholders, although no calls can be in the action, 

if the sie ina charchalder the evust may Qetide the ues- 
Lane Psirsability for calle in the same action (dadoley ~. Soe, 
Sleeman, & Co. (1897, 1 Ch. 505). 





| 





tommon that lenders need a warning to inquire carefully 
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Norra in Ldwards v. Standard Rolling Stock Syndicate (1893, 1 
Ch. 574), but the circumstances constituting jeopardy were 
different. 


In 41 Soxicrron’s Jovrwai p. 109) we stated that the case of 
Gaskill vy. Gosling (1896, 1 Q. B. 669), would “ probably go 
further,” and remarked on the likeness which the facts of the 
case bore to those in Cox v. Hickman (8 H. L. Cas. 268). On 
appeal to the House of Lords, the decision of the Court of 
A was reversed, the judgment of Lord Justice Ricsy, 
who dissented from his colleagues, being approved (Gosling v. 
Gaskill, 1897, A. C. 575). In the House of Lords the Lord 
Chancellor prefaces his judgment with the following observa- 
tion: “In this case I am of opinion that it is covered by 
authority. The case of Cox v. Hickman in this House appears 
to me expressly (sic.) in point” (1897) A. C. 579. It was 
ee an yd held that the trustees of the debenture trust deed 
who appointed a receiver were not personally liable for 
debts contracted by him in carrying on the business of the 
company. The wording of the trust deed in this case should, 
therefore, be carefully borne in mind by company draftsmen. 
Probably some other recent decisions of the Court of Appeal as 

debenture-holders’ receivers would not survive an 
appeal to the House of Lords. 

Debenture-holders have, of course, the right to inspect the 
register of mortgages required to be kept by section 43 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, and Mr. Justice Srretine has held that 
the right to sanpest tnaipiien tha xigps to take coples-( Nelo v. 
Aigo Aric nd Mortgage Agency C0. ; R. 171; 1897, 
1 Ch. 130). 

Section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867, and the question 
whether shares not wholly or at all paid up in cash are in 
certain circumstances to be treated as fully paid, have lately 
been prominent.’ Section 25 is a short one, and provides that 
“ Every share in any yng shall be deemed and taken to 
have been issued and to be held subject to the payment of 
the whole thereof in cash, unless the same shall have been other- 
wise determined by a contract duly made in writing and filed 
with the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies at or beforethe issue 
of such shares.”” ‘The section can only be ironically described as 
a “ pretty piece of drafting.” ‘‘ Issued” is a somewhat doubt- 
ful word, and no one seems to know what “the same”’ refers to. 
There has always been considerable doubt as to what sort of a 
‘‘contract”’ must be filed, and considerable light has been 
thrown on this part of the section by the Court of Appeal 
in Re Kharaskhoma Exploring and Prospecting Syndicate (1897, 2 
Ch. 451). There were two agreements. By one of them, dated 
the 17th of August, 1892, the K. syndicate agreed, for a con- 
sideration which was not cash, to allot to the OC. company shares in 
the syndicate, the allotment to be protected by a filed - 
ment. The second agreement was under seal, and dated the 
3lst of August, 1892. It recited that by the agreement of the 
17th of August it was agreed, ‘‘ for the considerations therein 
mentioned,” that the syndicate should allot the shares to the 
company, and as to the filing of the agreement, and then pro- 

to provide that the syndicate should file the second 
agreement and allot the shares to the com , which shares 
should be deemed to be fully paid. It was Meld (reversing Mr. 
Justice Vaueuan Wiuims’ decision) that the omission of the 
consideration prevented the document filed from being a suffi- 
cient contract, and that the allottees were liable to pay up the 
full amount of the shares. It was also laid down that the 
agreement was contained in the two documents, and that if 
both had been filed the allottees would have been protected. 
The allottees are taking the case to the House of Lords. 








_The dinner of the Oxford Circuit to Mr. Justice Darling, in celebration of 
his recent elevation to the Bench, will take place at the Café Royal on 
Monday, January 17th. Mr. Jelf,Q.C., the leader of the Circuit, will preside. 

The annual social meeting in connection with the Royal Courts of Justice 
Tem: Society, of which Lord Herschell is president, was held, on the 
10th , at Exeter Hall, Strand, when there was a very full attendance. 
The chair was taken by Sir Francis Jeune, who delivered a short address, in 
the course of which he said that the society endeavoured to afford aid, 
comfort, and pleasure to those among whom its members lived. Its. real 
objects were summed up in the maxim, “To help to bear each other's 
ag the ng | = ae - recitations were given by 

. T. Harner Greenwoo ‘oronto, and a e of vocal and 
instrumental music was performed. Saas 4 





REVIEWS. 
THE GAME LAWS. 


Oxe’s GAME LAws: CONTAINING THE WHOLE LAW As TO GAME 
LICENCES AND CERTIFICATES, GUN LICENCES, POACHING PREVEN- 
TION, TRESPASS, RasBBITs, DEER, GROUND GAME, Docs, Biaps, 
Po1soNED GRAIN, AND WILD BIRDS THROUGHOUT THE UNITED 
Kincpom. SysTEMATICALLY ARRANGED, WITH THE Acts, Deg- 
cisions, Norges, AND Forms. FourtH Epirion. By J. W. 
WIxuIs Bunn, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


A new edition of this valuable work will be welcome to many, 
especially when brought out under the editorship of one whose wide 
knowl of the subject is so well recognized. The third edition 
was published twenty years ago, but a few years after its appearance 
two Acts of Parliament were passed of such importance to the 
subject treated that it was found necessary in 1881 to print a supple- 
ment in order to bring the book up to date. These Acts were the Wild 
Birds Protection Act, 1880, and the Ground Game Act, 1880; and 
the supplement dealing with them was published bound up with the 
third dition, which became thenceforth a rather clumsy book. This 
is, of course, all changed in the fourth edition, which, besides being 
brought quite up to date, is much better arranged than its predecessor. 
In former editions the statutes and forms were mixed up with the 
text. Now we have them conveniently collected in the appendix 
without notes other than page references to the preceding parts of 
the book. The consequence of this is that, while being increased in 
utility, the book has lost in bulk. Besides the statutes dealt with in 
the supplement of 1881, several Acts have been passed since the 
publication of the third edition which have made great and remark- 
able changes in the law relating to birds. In fact, as the learned 
editor points out, the Game Laws proper have now become of less 
importance than the general law as to wild birds. 

By the Wild Birds Protection Act, 1880, all wild birds are pro- 
tected to some extent, and certain birds mentioned in the schedule 
are particularly protected during a defined part of the year. By 
the amending Act of 1894 powers are given to county councils (with 
the consent of a Secretary of State) to prohibit the taking or 
destroying the eggs of any wild birds, and also to extend the pro- 
visions of the principal Act by adding to the schedule thereof the 
names of any other wild birds. By the amending Act of 1896 powers 
are given to county councils (subject to the same consent) to extend 
the protection afforded to certain birds by the principal Act, so as to 
prohibit the taking or killing of such birds during the whole or any 
part of the year. It will at once be seen, therefore, that the law as 
to wild birds may differ in every county. It is liable to constant 

, and can only be discovered with certainty as to any county 
by obtaining copies of the orders made for that county. The 
appendix contains a large number of orders already made by the 
several county councils, the collection of which must have given the 
editor a vast amount of trouble. Any practitioner, however, who has 
to deal with any question touching game or birds, provided he is in 
possession of any orders which may affect his case, will find every- 
thing else he may require in this book. We have discovered a few 
misprints. Amongst these may be particularly noticed, on p. 266, 
the insertion of two lines in section 12 of the Game Act, 1831, which 
makes the section ambiguous as far as the penalty is concerned. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


A SELEcTION oF LEADING CASES IN THE CRIMINAL LAW (FOUNDED 
ON SHIRLEY’s LEADING CASES), WITH NoTEsS. By HENRY WAR- 
BURTON, Barrister-at-Law. SECOND Eprrion. Stevens & Sons. 


We are told in the preface to this edition that it has been the 
author’s aim to make the work ‘‘a handbook for practitioners as well 
as for students.”” He may certainly be said to have succeeded in his 
object, for, while the book is undoubtedly valuable to the student, 
it is at the same time a useful book in practice. It may often be 
seen in the hands of counsel in criminal courts, and is especially 
welcome at assizes and quarter sessions in the country, where books 
of reference are not always to obtain “at a moment’s notice.” 
This edition contains some ex: t new matter and a few additional 
leading cases. The most important of them are Reg. v. Silverlock 
(43 W. RB. 14; 1894, 2 Q. B. 766), a valuable case off the indictment 
in false pretences; Reg. v. Lillyman (44 W. R. 654; 1896, 2 Q. B. 
167), which decides fat in of rape, &c., evidence is admissible 
of the matter of a complaint made by the female soon after the 
offence ; Reg, v. Ring (17 Cox 491), which establishes the principle 
that a prisoner may be convicted of an attempt to commit larceny 
from the person without there being any necessity to prove that there 
was at the time of the attempt anything capable of being stolen upon 
the person of the individual against whom the attempt was made. 
As to the last-mentioned case, we do not think that the notes are 
quite adequate to the importance of the law as to attempt, nor do we 
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think they are up to the high level of the notes on the majority of 
the cases dealt with. 

At the end of the notes on a case we very often find words to this 
effect, ‘‘ Other cases on this subject are:” and then follows a long 
list of names of cases (in one instance, on p. 202, no less than thirty- 
three) without a word to indicate the nature of the decision in each 
case. Such a list cannot be of any real use, and might be very well 
omitted entirely. More time would be wasted in looking up these 
cases in the reports than by going to one of the larger works on 
criminal law, where the effect of each of these cases would probably 
be given. 





POLICE OFFICER’S GUIDE. 


SNOWDEN’s PoLicE OFricer’s GuIDE. Wir AN EPITOME OF THE 
PoLicE (ENGLAND) Acts; THE Poxice Act, 1890; THE CRIMINAL 
Law ConsotipaTion Acts; THE Licenwsinc Acts; THE Sum- 
MARY JURISDICTION AcTs; AND DIGEST OF RECENT CIRCULARS OF 
SECRETARY OF STATE. TENTH Eprtion. By T. O. Hasrinas 
LeEs, Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Chief Constable of the Isle 
of Wight. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


This book has now reached a tenth edition, and that fact alone 
shews that it has been found useful by the class for which, primarily, 
it is intended, This is the third edition for which Mr. Hastings Lees 
is responsible, and it would be hard to find any person whose career 
has better qualified him for such a task. He was once in the Royal 
Irish Constabulary ; then he was Chief Constable of Northampton- 
shire; next he practised for several years on the Midland Circuit, and 
enjoyed a considerable amount of criminal business; and, finally, he 
returned to the police as Chief Constable of the Isle of Wight. 

The book is a very complete summary of all a policeman need 
know in order to regulate his dealings with members of the public, 
not only according to law, but also with discretion and humanity. 
Thus in dealing with breaches of the peace, the author says: ‘‘ If the 
disturbance be of a serious nature, or if the offenders do not immedi- 
ately desist, he should take them into custody but if the 
offenders desist, it is better to take their names and summons them. 
A constable should exhibit a great amount of forbearance before 
exercising his power of arrest.’’ Again, we read, ‘“‘ There is nothing 
recommends a policeman so much to the favourable notice of the 
public as kindness to the poor, to the helpless, and to children. Great 
forbearance should be shewn towards children who may be ty of 
minor street offences, A policeman who knows his duty will reason 
with children committing minor offences, and point out to them that 
they are doing wrong.” 

From lowest to highest we may divide police officers into three 
classes : first, there is the ordinary constable ; next, the experienced 
superintendent or inspector, who, by his ability, has risen from the 
ranks; and, lastly, the chief constable, who is generally a man 
of superior education. The book may also be divided into three 
corresponding parts. The first part, on the powers and duties of 
constables, may be understood by the ordinary constable of intelli- 
gence, and it ought to be his duty to understand and know it; but 
the rest of the book is probably rather beyond him. The second part 
contains the law, in a summary form, on every subject that the 
officer is likely to have to deal with, and ought to be of great use to 
officers of superior rank. While the appendix, consisting as it does 

y of statutes, will, in the main, recommend itself only to the 


— class of officer. 

is edition is well up to date, and contains references to quite 
recent cases. Amongst these may be noticed Powell v. Kempton Park 
Racecourse Co. (46 W. R. 8), which is cited on p. 90. On this page 
readers are referred to a summary of the judgment in the appendix. 
We are, however, quite unable to discover any such summary, or any 
further reference to the case. 





COLLISIONS AT SEA, 


A TREATISE ON THE LAw or CoLLisions AT SEA. Wirn AN APPENDIX 
CONTAINING EXTRACTS FROM THE MERCHANT SHIPPING ACT, 
1894; THE REGULATIONS FOR PREVENTING COLLISIONS AT SEA ; 
AND LocaL RULES OF NAVIGATION FOR THE THAMES, MERSEY, 
AND ELSEWHERE. FourtTH EpiTion. By R. G. MAaRspEn, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Since the last edition of Mr. Marsden’s useful treatise the Merchant 
Shipping Acts have been consolidated by the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894, and a new set of rules for preventing collisions at sea have 
come into force. Besides bringing the old edition up to date, Mr. 
Marsden has inserted a chapter dealing with the history of the rule 
as to the division of loss in cases of collision. The extracts from the 
records of the High Court of Admiralty, upon which the author has 
spent so much useful labour in his edition of them for the Selden 
Society, shew clearly that those who first applied the rule were 
evidently at a loss to find in it either principle or reason. The rules 





in force in other maritime countries are succivctly set out at the end 
of the chapter, and it is worthy of notice that countries whose 
inimical have di 


interests are i ose For ~ 
Germany if both ships are in fault, neither can recover; w in 
Dranee the lennto a i according to the degree of fault in each 


ium have different rules—Holland following 
the German rule, Belgium the French. The Spanish rule is different 
to the Portuguese. Turkey the loss is divided according to the. 
values of the ships, and in Russia neither vessel can recover. 

Tn the ap; will be found the local rules of the road which 
od salient tn some of the — round our coasts, and it is to be. 
regretted that these have not made complete by including the 
rules enforced within our dockyard ports. 

Not only to lawyers will this carefully-prepared book prove 
invaluable, but seamen will find the explanations of the rules of 
the road of t assistance in ao to more clearly under- 
stand the rules which so often govern the safety of life and property 
on the high seas. 


ship. Holland an 





CONVEYANCING. 


THe StuDENT’s CONVEYANCING: BEING SPECIALLY INTENDED FOR 
THE UsE oF CANDIDATES AT THE FINAL AND Honours ExXaMIna- 
TION OF THE Law Friern Eprrion. B ALBERT 
—_ and ArTHuR WELDON. The “Law Notes” Publishing 

ces. 


The preface to this edition states that the work, although originally 
written for students, is now largely used and relied on by = 
titioners, and we can quite understand that its sphere ve 
been thus extended. In a practical manner it goes through the lead- 
ing points incident to the various transactions in which the convey- 
ancer is engaged—sales, mortgages, leases, settlements, and wills— 
and in each the matters which require attention are clearly explained. 
For the student to take full advantage of the book it is necessary 
that he should use it in the course of actual gree way work. 
Apart from such assistance, the details, we shoul e, are too 
numerous to be successfully Bie led with. But if he uses it in 
this manner he wil] find it a reliable guide, and he will not be likely 
to bid farewell to it when he has his examination. The 
chapter on Abstracts of Title, in parti , isfull of information on the 

ints which are likely to arise in that connection, and under the 
head of Bills of Sale (pp. 314, 315) a convenient list is given of the 

ial clauses and other matters which are le in these 
securities. On such points as constructive notice and assignments of 

uitable interests in trust funds, upon which Bailey v. Barges (42 

. R. 66; 1894, 1 Ch. 25) and Ward v. Dunco e (42 ; 59; 
1893, A. C. 369) are referred to“as recent authorities, the cases 
are neatly grouped and their practical effect usefully stated. The 
editors have successfully brought the work up to date. 





THE MERCHANT SHIPPING ACTS. 


THe Mercuant Surepine Acts, 1894-1897. Wirn Notes, APPEN- 
DICES, AND INDEX. Sxoonp Eprrion.’ By James Dunpas 
Wuire, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at- Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


That Mr. Dundas White, at this early date, has had to publish a 
second edition of his book on the Merchant Shipping Acts shews 
that the book has proved of use not only to lawyers but also to the 
mercantile community. This new edition is revised and brought 
down to the end of August last. It includes much new matter, 
among which may be mentioned the Derelict Vessels Sap ge Act, 
1896. This Act makes it compulsory for commanders o ae to 
give to Lloyd’s agents such information as they I pe the 
position of any floating derelict on the high seas. The volume also 
contains the Sccadhent Shipping Act, 1897, relating to the under- 
manning of ships, the new ions for 4 collisions at 
sea, and many Orders in dealing with maritime matters. The 
book is carefully arranged and—what is so necessary in a work of 
this description—an ample index has been provided. 
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(Limited). 

Browne and Powles’ Law and Practice in Divorce and Matrimonial 
Causes. Sixth Edition. By L. D. Powxzs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Commentaries on the Law of Trusts and Trustees, as Administered 
in England and in the United States of America, By Cuantzes Fisk 
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BEacn, Counsellor-at-Law. In Two Volumes. R. James Berkin- 
w. 

Conveyancing Costs (Rubinstein’s). The Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 44), and the General Order made in 

ursuance thereof. Being a Complete Guide to the Scale of Charges. 

y WaLTer PERKS, Solicitor of the Supreme Court; assisted by 
J. F. C. Bennett and F. P. Cxartzs, Solicitors of the Supreme 
Court. Eighth Edition. Revised and Corrected up to date. Water- 
low Bros. & Layton (Limited). 

The Bills of Sale Acts, with an Epitome of the Law as Affected by 
the Acts. By Hersert REED, Q.C. Eleventh Edition. Waterlow 
Bros. & Layton (Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—The article which appeared in the Times of Monday last was 
no doubt inspired in view of the not unnatural objections which are 
necessarily being raised to the application of this measure to the 
whole administrative county of London. The details, moreover, were 
never discussed in either House of Parliament, simply because 
neither House was prepared to go into details, but had to trust to 
the representations which were made on the subject by those who 
were interested in procuring the passage of the measure through 
Parliament. 

Now that the measure has become law, those authorities to whom has 
been entrusted the power of determining whether they will have it or 
not are being threatened with the universal application of the 
measure all over the country if they do not forego the exercise of the 
powers expressly ;conferred upon them by the statute, and accept 
the trial of the experiment in the form in which the authorities 
require it to be put in force. What was the use of giving county 
councils the opportunity of saying that they do not consider 
compulsory registration of title to be desirable, unless they are to 
deal with the matter on its merits ? 

But the measure having been passed, although this power has been 
conferred, it is now proposed to coerce the local authorities by telling 
them that, if they do not waive their right to consider the question 
on its merits—except they agree to a trial—then, whether they like it 
or nO, compulsory registration shall be made universal. 

Mr. B. G. Lake, in his paper read at the recent provincial meeting, 
insists that the area for the trial experiment should not be too 
large, and assumes that the whole county of London is not to be 
selected. As the matter is presented to the authorities, the proposal 
is to try the experiment in the whole of the administrative county of 
London. There is not the slightest reliable or trustworthy guarantee 
that the trial of the experiment will be confined within reasonable 
limits, supposing a trial to be decided upon. 

I do not pretend to say whether the London County Council will 
or will not resolve that compulsory legislation is undesirable, but I 
do earnestly trust and pray that the trial of the experiment may be 
confined to a reasonable area, which unquestionably the whole of the 
administrative county of London is not; and I venture energetically 
to protest against the authorities holding the threat over land- 
owners and others that unless the London County Council agrees 
to the trial, legislative efforts will be made to make the Bill com- 
pulsory throughout the whole of the country. 

If the Legislature had not intended the county councils to exercise 
an intelligent and independent consideration of the question, why 
was the power to do so conferred upon them? Have the authorities 
so little confidence in the real merits of the question that they must thus 
early resort tothreats? Surely the measure will bear dispassionate 
consideration. It is true that one of the most enlightened of the 
vestries of the metropolis isnot infavour of granting the measure 
a tris]. But if the vestry is wrong, the London County Council 
may be trusted to assert their right and to deal wisely with the 
question. 

This is neither the time nor place to refer to the political aspect of 
the question, but those who happen to be for the time in office should 
remember that some consideration is due to those who helped to 
place them in power, and that an unwise and indiscreet exercise of 
the r power may be likely to have a disastrous result when the time 
for the renewal of the trust comes round. 

gal tastes rests upon Mr. B, G. Lake. It is to be 
h that the authorities, having made all the use of him that they 
wanted to since the passing of the Act, are not now going 
entirely to throw him over and to reject his counsel. He is not 
deficient in determination, and I heartily trust that, as he 
considers a trial of the experiment to be desirable, he will use bis best 
exertions to confine the iment within reasonable limits, and to 


secure to the London County Council that freedom of action which 





they are entitled to exercise under the statute without any threat as to 
what may happen if they do not come to a conclusion acceptable to 
the Land Registry officials. : 

For fully thirty years I have been able to deal with my own freehold 
properties North and South of the Thames, as well as with the pro- 
perties of others, in all matters relating to the conveyance thereof 
with ease and celerity. I confess I view, in common with many others, 
with grave apprehension the delays, difficulties, and expense which 
will necessarily arise when Iam handed over to the tender mercies 
of the officers of the Land Registry. W. J. FRASER. 

2, Soho-square, Dec. 15. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re MASKELYNE BRITISH TYPEWRITER (LIM.), STUART v. SAME 
COMPANY. No. 2. 8th Dec. 


Company — DesENnturE — Power to Appoint Recetver ConrERRED UPON 
DEBENTURE-HOLDER BY REFERENCE TO Conveyancine Act, 1881—PowERr 
to BE Exerctsep ror Bgengrit or DEgsENTURE-HOLDERS — EXERCISE OF 
Powsr, 8x DespeNTURE-HOLDER LarGELy INTERESTED IN THE COMPANY, 
ror Bgngrir or CompaNy—Jvnispiction or Court To Appoint OTHER 
REcEIVER, 

These were appeals from two orders, the one made by Ridley, J., as 
Vacation Judge, on the 14th of October, 1897, and the other, a con- 
sequential order, made by North, J., at chambers, on the 15th of Novem- 
ber, 1897. The action was brought by a debenture-holder in the 
Maskelyne British Typewriter (Limited), suing on behalf of himself and 
all other holders of debentures of the same series (except the London and 
Northern Debenture Corporation), and was for the purpose of enforcing 
the security. Mr. J. M. Maclean, M.P., was chairman of the company, 
and also of the London and Northern Corporation. The debentures con- 
tained certain conditions, of which the following were material. 
The principal moneys were to become payable if a distress were levied on 
any of the property of the company and not promptly satisfied, and on 
demand of payment by the registered holder. At any time after the 
principal moneys had become due the registered holder might, as if he 
were & mortgagee within the meaning of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
appoint a receiver or receivers, who should have power to take possession 
and to carry on the business of the company. The plaintiff was the 
holder of debentures to the amount of £1,870. In October, 1897, a dis- 
tress was levied and not satisfied, and before the end of the month the 
company passed and confirmed a resolution for a voluntary winding uP, 
Akers, the secretary of the company, being appointed liquidator. 
October, also, the plaintiff and the corporation demanded payment of 
their debentures. Payment not being made, the plaintiff commenced 
this action ; and, subsequently, the corporation, under the power in their 
debentures, appointed a receiver, Akers the secretary, who went into 
possession. Stuart moved for the appointment of a receiver in the action, 
and Ridley, J., appointed Akers ver in the usual way on giving security. 
Akers, however, did not consent to this order, but relied upon his appoint- 
ment by the corporation, and he continued in possession without giving 
security. On the 16th of October Maclean wrote as follows to the com- 
pany’s solicitors: ‘‘ We were reluctant to use our authority as debenture- 
holders until we were forced to do so by Mr. Stuart, and have only 
interfered in order to protect our interests as the largest shareholders in 
the company. ‘These interests are the same as those of the whole body of 
shareholders. I hope it may still be possible for us to save the concern.” 
In November, 1897, an order-was made to continue the winding up under 
the supervision of the court, and another liquidator was appointed. On 
the 15th of November, Akers not having given security, N orth, J., on @ 
summons taken out by the plaintiff, appointed one W. I. Marreco 
receiver and manager on giving security. The corporation appealed 
against the orders made by Ridley J., and North, J. 

Tue Court (Lrxptey, M.R., and Currry and Vaveuan Witi1AMs, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Linpiey, M.R., said: In this case it appears to me that the whole 
question turns upon the admissibility in evidence of the letter of the 16th 
of October, 1897, and upon the true inference to be drawn from that. It 
is necessary, therefore, to say a few words about what I will call the 
bargain between the parties, by which term I mean the debenture-holders 
themselves as well as the mortgagor company. The mortgagor company 
wished to borrow money, and for that purpose issued debentures to 
jeg sedhome the London and Northern Corporation. By the terms of 
the debentures the corporation has now the right to appoint a receiver, 
and as between the corporation and the mortgagor there is nothing more 
to be said. But we have also to consider on whose behalf the power of 
appointing ought to be exercised. That power was not conferred for their 
own exclusive benefit, for it is part of the bargain between the parties 
that the whole issue shall rank pari passu. Therefore the right for which 
the corporation stipulated is a right which they are bound, as between 
themselves and the other debenture-holders, to exercise for the benefit of 
the whole of the debenture-holders. They were trustees for themselves 
and the other debenture-holders. That is the peculiarity of this case— 
that there is a quarrel between the corporation and the other debenture- 
holders. The plaintiff is the holder of some debentures, and he says that 
although the corporation have a right to appoint a receiver—a right which 
it would be extremely difficult for the mortgagors to control—yet they 
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must exercise that right for the benefit of all the debenture-holders, and 
not for the benefit of the mortgagor company, or for their own benefit as 
holders of shares in that company. That case, I think, is unanswerable 
in point of law. If the plaintiff makes out his he can call 
upon the court to interfere, for in a controversy like the court, beyond 
sil question, has jurisdiction. What we are asked to dois not contrary 
to the bargain between the parties; quite the reverse. It is enf 
that bargain. The plaintiff is justified, if he can make out that case, in 
coming to the court and asking it to control the corporation in the 
exercise of their power of appoin' a receiver so as to secure the 
out of the bargain between him and the other debenture-holders, on whose 
behalf he sues, and the corporation. The plaintiff alleges that the cor- 
poration is really presided over by Maclean, who, he says, is their chair- 
man, and their manager and agent in these litigations. I think there is 
evidence of that if you read Maclean’s two affidavits together. I find that 
he is the person who is acting for the corporation in these proceedings and 
giving instructions on their behalf. He is, therefore, their agent for such 
purposes. Now, we find Maclean writing to the solicitors of the company 
a very extraordinary letter, dated the 16th of October, 1897, two days 
after the corporation had, pursuant to the power conferred by the deben- 
tures, appointed Akers receiver. The meaning of that letter clearly is 
that the corporation had made the appointment, not to protect their co- 
debenture-holders, but to protect their own interests as the largest share- 
holders. The | e convinces me that it had been done, not in the 
interest of the debenture-holders at all, but in the hope that it might still 
be possible to save the company. Now, I regret that Mr. Maclean, who 
is abroad, has not had an opportunity of commenting upon that letter. 
We can only act upon the evidence before us, and on that evidence I think 
the plaintiff’s allegation is absolutely made out. If so, it is not only 
within our jurisdiction, but it is certainly —_ and proper for us to hold 
that, since the corporation have exercised their power, not for the pur- 
pose of protecting the interest of the debenture-holders, but for a purpose 
adverse to that interest, it is competent for the plaintiff to apply for the 
appointment of another receiver. I think this is a case in w it is 
proper for the court to exercise its jurisdiction and protect the plaintiff by 
appointing the receiver so asked for. 

Ourrry and Vaveuan Wiis, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounsEL, Vernon Smith, Q.0., and W. F. Hamilton ; Swinfen Eady, 
Q.C., and F. Whinney. Soxicrtons, Baker, Blaker, § Hawes; Chester § Co. 


[Reported by R. C. Macxewziz, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re STEVENS, COOKE v. STEVENS. No. 2. 9th, 10th, 11th Nov.; 
9th Dec. 


Execurorn—AcrinG EroRE Prosate—DeLtay 1m Provine 
Recovertnc OvutsTtanpinc AsseTs—WItrvL Deravtr. 


Appeal from a decision of North, J. (reported 45 W. R. 284; 1897, 
1 Ch. 422). Gardner Christopher Stevens made his will on the 12th of 
February, 1880, and appointed Charles Frederick Stevens, Matthew Sallitt 
Emerson, and John Sewell executors. The testator died on the 23rd of 
December, 1882, and the will was proved by C. F. Stevens alone on the 
15th of October, 1889. The testator was entitled to a policy of £676 in 
the Scottish Widows’ Assurance Office payable on the 21st of March, 1883. 
This sum was paid on the 18th of November, 1889, with £45 1s. 4d. 
interest at the rate of 1 per cent. from the 21st of March, 1883, to the 
2lst of November, 1889. The policy was montongnt to the testator’s 
bankers, Messrs. Gurney, as security, and was in their ion at the 
time of his death. Meanwhile interest at the rate of 5 per cent. was 


WiLt— 


oe epee the mortgage debt due by the testator, and the difference in | Presen 


t thus paid and received was £157 14s. 8d. Emerson was a 
solicitor and denied that he had acted as an executor, but he had acted as 
solicitor for Stevens, who subsequently proved the will with regard to 
certain actions against the estate of the testator. All the three executors 
named in the will wrote a letter to the Scottish Widows’ Assurance ‘Society 
on the 28th of July, 1883, requesting that the policy moneys might be 
paid to Messrs. Gurney, being creditors of the testator, but the society 
declined to make the payment until probate was taken out. The action 
was brought by one of the residuary legatees asking for an administration 
decree against both Stevens and Emerson upon the footing of wilful 
default. North, J., directed the ordinary accounts to be taken against 
both the defendant executors, but declined to make any order on the 
footing of wilful default. The residuary legatee a ° 

Taz OCovurr (Linpizy, M.R., and Cxrrry, and VaveHan Wi11aMs, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Dec. 9.—Liypiey, M.R.—In this case a residuary legatee has brought 
an action against his testator’s executors seeking not only the ordinary 
accounts of their receipts and payments, but also an account inst 
them on the footing of wilful default. So far as the plaintiff to 
charge them with wilful default the action has been dismissed with costs, 
and from this decision the plaintiff has a’ . The testator’s assets 

in by the executors are said not to be sufficient to pay his debts. Hence 

importance of the case to the plaintiff. Two acts of wilful default 
are relied upon and have to be considered. The first is that the executors 
omitted to get in a debt alleged to have been due to the testator at his 
death from a person named Clarke. The facts as to this are complicated 
and the pleadings are somewhat embarrassing. But, having regard to the 
mode in which this part of the case was dealt with in the court below, it 
would be unjust to the defendants to treat the pleadings as 
that there was such a debt, and so far as svidence goes no such debt was 
proved either before North, J., or before us. The next act of wilful 
default charged was the omission on the part of the executors to enable a 
secured creditor of the testator to realize his security sooner than he 
did. The consequence of this omission was that the testator’s estate 


; 


has been diminished by the amount of interest which 

saved if the security had been realized sooner. pe ee wa 

for £676 on the testator’s life; he had deposited 

documents of value with his bankers, and at 

was due to them on those securities £ 

for much more than it was worth. 

assets sufficient to pay the debts of the deceased, including 

due to the bankers, the executors ought to have 

if, instead of doing this, they kept assets in their hands and 
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executors. Moreover, 

would not pay the bankers, e 

until the testator’s will had been a 

Sid poove the wil, the offer kas Bot poovel 
rove the e other 

was pooved the banhues oe Se Se they had assigned 

their debt and their policy, obtained 

psn pea nee cay 

amount received from insurance office. 

that although the executors’ accounts have not yet been certified, they have 

been fully investigated, and there is no proof even 

quay tb the sont’ wi seemed in 

e whic! + 

gich evidence T am unable to see how @ case of wilful defsult can be 

established. If debts are paid in the wrong order to the detriment of the 

creditor the executor is of course . The payment would be 

Gactioned to iting De sens Se ee — a = 
ent of debts even a@ wrong order not a 

Mate to relief, nor does such payment amount to wilful default; and 

it is wilful default which we have to consider here. It is urged that it is 

the du of on enretn Sgr to his testator's estate which 

p basin ri pt t. But 

own inter alia 

held that an exeoutor's right of paying one qyeditor before another jnstited 
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ht to insert in the judgment any 
inevulcy an t0 ability Sneed upon such euppesed banoah of : 
present case no evidence of any such breach of duty has been given, and 
the attempt to charge the executors with more than they have received has 
failed. Whether any payment, by which the executors seek to discharge 
themselves, ought or ought not to be disallowed must be decided 
after. That question is not before us now. This appeal 
be dismissed with costs. I have preferred to base my 
above ground rather than to in the question 
who aor proving their testator’s can be rendered liable 
which they could have avoided if they had it earlier. 

+ case the will has been proved yaa 

court, therefore, has the probate before it. 
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what principle they can derive any 
probate. It appears to me that, having 
treated as executors as from that time, and not simply as executors de son 
tort, as their counsel contended. It 

this inquiry. The appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Currry, L.J.—North, J., has dismissed thé action so far as it claims 
relief, on the footing of wilful default, and has made against both the 
defendants, Stevens and Emerson, as the common decree under 
which they have to account for assets received. The will was not 
until 1889, nearly seven years after the testator’s death, when 
obtained by Stevens alone. The that 
appointed executor. North, J., the 
intermeddling with the assets in 1883. There is no appeal from 
of the judgment. The statement of 
devastavit or of wilful default against the executors; b' 
confined to two. 
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The other case relates to the policy for £676, which became payable in 
March, 1883. This policy was mortgaged by the testator with other 
securities for an amount far exceeding the sum recoverable under the 
policy. The mortgage, which was held by the testator’s bankers, was 
effected by a deposit of the policy and amemorandum. As there was no 
poe ogra of the policy within the Policies of Insurance Act, 1867, the 

could not sue the insurance office. The right of action at law 
remained vested in the executors. But inasmuch as the policy was 
equitably mortgaged for an amount in excess of its value, the executors, 
assuming they had proved the will, could not have sued for or recovered 
the policy moneys or any part of them. They were not entitled to receive 
the moneys without the consent of the mortgagees, and there is no 
evidence or even suggestion that the mortgagees would have consented to 
the receipt of the moneys by the executors. The only proceedings which 
they could have taken against the bankers or their assignees, Mann, was 
an action toredeem in which they might have joined the insurance office 
as defendants. The result ap to be this; the executors could 
not be charged under what is termed a_ wilful default 
decree. Under such a decree the executors are charged with 
what they have received or might have received but for their wilful 
default or neglect. But the case does not rest here. If on the facts 
arti a case of devastavit by negligence is established other than what 
s technically termed wilful defaul roper 
declaration 6 executors. The loss alleged is the difference 
between the interest allowed by-the insurance office and the interest 
which the mortgage debt carried, a difference of 4 per cent. The charge 
made by the plaintiff's pleading is not merely for wilful default, it is also 
for a devastavit. I pause for a moment to say that on taking the common 








proper: 


no sich Charge is raised on 


ie ee. re a purpose an additional inquiry is generally 
— di > e charge of interest, when it is made by the court, rests 


iM 


upon the foundation of a devastavit. Where a charge of the nature now 
under consideration is made by the pleadings, the general rule is that it 
ought to be sed of at the trial (see Smith v. Armitage, 24 Ch. D. 727, 
31 W. B. Dig. 78). But the rule is not universal, and there may be, and 
are, cases where it would be proper to direct an inquiry. The plaintiffs’ 
counsel on this appeal ask for a declaration of liability, or, in the alterna- 
tive, for an inquiry. Now, in this case thereis the fact that an order for 
administration against Stevens alone had been made at the instance of 
another residuary legatee. The accounts had been taken and were ready 
for the chief clerk’s certificate, but no certificate had been made. North, 
J., stayed all further proc under that order with liberty to adopt 
the p under it in this action. It is plain that the numerons 
— in the plaintiff's pleadings in this action are in great measure 
fo upon a knowledge of the accounts in the former action. The 
charge the executors resolves iteelf into a charge that they 
were answerable to the plaintiff and other the residuary legatees for loss 
arising from their negligence in not paying off sooner than they did the 
interest-bearing debt secured by the mortgage. This charge does not 
appear to me to rest upon the question whether it was their duty to have 

the will sooner than they did. I will assume that they cannot set 
up their delay in proving the will as a defence, and that e 
hey had both proved the will in 1883, when, by inter- 
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his right by appointing a receiver; but it is now established that a 


receiver ought not to be appointed merely for the purpose of depriving the 
_ executor of his right of preference. It suffices to refer on this point to 
Stirling, J.’s, decision in Re Wells, Molony v. Brooke (39 W.R. 139, 45 
| Ch. D. 569), where the authorities are cited and dealt with. Where an 
whis hands which he ought to apply in payment of 
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iS established B v. Turner (1 J. & W. 39) and by Robinson v. 
Cumming (2 Atk. 409), where the executor’s claim for fifteen years’ interest 
on his own interest-bearing debt was allowed. The plaintiff has not 
proved or attempted to prove that the executors had at any time before 
the actual payment of the mortgage debt assets in hand sufficient for its 
payment, much less that they had assets which they were bound so to 
ly. There is not even an allegation to any such effect in the plaintiffs’ 

tt of claim. For these reasons I think that no declaration of 

the executors’ liability ought to be made, and on the facts that no 
sufficient — has been shewn for granting an enquiry. It will be 
observed I have not rested my judgment on any supposed duty of 
the executors to obtain probate. It may be that their delay in obtaining 
probate would not afford any defence to a charge of wilful default or of 
a for which otherwise they were accountable. My opinion is 
that it would not. It is plain that the mortgagees, being creditors, and 


y be and are often charged | 


Yn taking the 
7 eek te dis 
scharge ts disatlowed. | inspecting and taking extracts from the register. , A 
Opinion, covered by authority. Where there is power to inspect the ~ 


caccomnts it appears that the executors have im- | 
retained balances in their own hands, they are liable to be7 


— It would seem that this is the only remedy against executors 
or not taking out probate. 

Vavenan Wiiurams, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect. Appeal 
dismissed.—Counsgi, Butcher, Q.C., and Methold; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., 
and Christopher James. Soutcrrons, 8. S. Seal, for Steavenson, Darlington ; 
White Co., for Emerson, Norwich. 

(Reported by W. Suaticrzoss Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BOORD v. AFRICAN CONSOLIDATED LAND CO. North, J. 10th Dec, 


Company—Recisten—Inspecrion—Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. oc. 
89), s. 32. 


This was a motion by two shareholders in the defendant company ask- 
ing for an injunction i the company efusing to alloy 









nem 






: The plaintiff's shares had 
beet! Torfeited by the company he names of shareholders whose shares 
purported to be forfeited had a red line drawn through them, but the 
company contended that the name, although still able to be read, did not 
form part of the register. Holland v. Dizon (37 Ch. D. 669), Mutéer vy, 
Eastern and Midland Railway Co. (38 Ch. D. 92), and Nelson v. Anglo- 
American Land Mortgage Co. (1897, 1 Ch. 130) were cited in support of the 
plaintiffs’ application. The company denied the right of the plaintiffs to 
take copies, and said that, as their shares had been forfeited, they had 
ceased to be shareholders. 

~~ Nortu, J.—The present ‘application is that the company may be 
restrained by injunction from preventing the plaintiffs at reasonable times 
i The case is, in my 





bregister there is power to take copies. Holland v. Dizon and Mutter v. 
Eastern and Midland Railway Co. are clear authorities, unless there is a 
distinction, because this is an application section 32 of the Companies Act, 
1862. It is said as the plaintiffs can have a copy if they pay the company 
for it, their right to take copies is excluded. Inmy opinion the power to 
call on the company to give copies is an additional privilege, the plaintiffs 
can take notes as well as on the company to give them copies, and 
the right to inspection isclear. The plaintiffs must have the costs of the 
motion in any event. CovunsgL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C.; Stewart Smith; 
Vernon Smith, Q.C.; W. Higgins. Soxscrrors, Wyatt, Digby, $ C.; 
Burgoyne, Watts, § Co. 
[Reported by G. B. Hamitrow, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re TOMLINSON, TOMLINSON v. ANDREW. Kekewich, J. 14th Dec. 


Wiutit—Leasznotps—Lscat Tenant ror Lire—Lianimiry ror Rent anp 
Repatrs—TENANT FoR Lirzk AND REMAINDERMAN. 


By his will dated the 19th of January, 1891, Charles Tomlinson gave 
and bequeathed to his niece Mary Tomlinson (inter alia) the house in 
which he then resided, being No. 7, North-road, Highgate, for the term 
of her natural life ‘‘ and after her death to go to George Andrew and his 
wife, my niece, Mary Andrew, for their benefit and that of their family 
of children.’’ Ina letter to the said Mary Tomlinson dated the 20th of 
June, 1894, which was admitted to probate as a codicil to the said will, 
the testater wrote as follows: ‘‘I leave you in absolute possession of the 
house and furniture and monetary residue for the remainder of your life.” 
The house referred to was a leasehold house held by the testator under an 
indenture of lease dated the 28th of December, 1867, for the term of 
ninety years from the 25th of December, 1867, at a yearly rent of £10. The 
lease contained the usual covenants by the lessee to pay the rent, rates, 
and taxes, to insure, keep in repair, and paint, and to deliver up at the 
end of the term in good and substantial repair. Neither the will nor 
codicil contained any provisions relating to the house other than those 
above stated. The testator did not appoint trustees of his will. The 
testator died on the 15th of February, 1897, and his will and codicil were 
duly proved. This was a summons taken out by his executrix, the said 
Mary Tomlinson, for the determination (inter alia) of the following 
question—viz., whether upon the true construction of the will and codicil 
the plaintiff Mary Tomlinson was liable to pay the rent reserved by, and 
perform the covenants by the lessee contained in, the said lease under 
which the said house was held, or by whom the same ought to be paid and 
performed. On behalf of the plaintiff it was argued that the tenant for 
life was entitled to enjoy the house free from liability on the cove- 
nants, and the following cases were referred to: Re Courtier (35 W. R. 85, 
34 Ch. D. 136), Re Baring (41. W. R. 87; 1893, 1 Oh. 61), and Re Redding 
(45 W. R. 457; 1897, 1 Ch. 876); Hickling v. Boyer (3 Mac. & G. 635), 
and Re Hotchkys (34 W. R. 569, 32 Ch. D. 408). 

Kexewicu, J.—This case differs from the cases cited in that here we 
have a direct gift to the beneficiary. It has been argued that this being 
a direct gift must be a gift cum onere, and all the more so because there 


lease of the testator’s, he is liable to perform the covenants of the lease, 
and this liability is a burden on his estate, and his executors are bound to 
discharge it and to see that it is discharged. The executors would be 
liable in an action on the covenants, and if they are, there is no substance 
in the argument that they cannot enter upon the property to do 


repairs; they are entitled to say to the tenant for life that they must) | 
come on to the property todo them. I think I am bound to adhere to the ~ 
view 1 took in Re Baring of Re Courtier, and to decide this question on the ~ 





that any of the residuary legatees could have cited them to take or refuse © 





are no trustees. The answer to that is, to my mind, that this being 4) 


general law. A case before Lord Truro has been referred to, but I do 
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not criticize that case, because I am bound to follow Re Courtier, which 1 
must take as my guide; therefore, I think that the plaintiff is not under 
any liability in respect of the rents and covenants of the lease.—Covnsk, 
Cann ; Henry Terrell, Q.C., and Oswald. Souicrrons, Charles Sawbridge ¢ 


[Reported by R. J. A. Mornisox, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


THE LEEDS AND HANLEY THEATRE OF VARIETIES (LIM.) ». 
BROADBENT. Kekewich, J. {0th Dec. 


Morteace—PuncruaL Payment or Inrerest—PAYMENT WITHIN RBEASON- 
ABLE T1me—INJUNCTION RESTRAINING SALE. 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
selling or advertising for sale certain premises comprised in an indenture 
of mortgage dated the 15th of February, 1897, and made between the 
plaintiffs of the one part and the defendants of the other part. The facts 
were shortly as follows: In February, 1897, the defendants sold ‘“‘ The 
Empire”’ theatre at Hanley to the plaintiffs, and by the above mentioned 
mortgage the plaintiffs mortgaged the same to the defendants to secure 
£7,000 and interest at £5 per cent. There was a clause in the 
deed to the effect that the principal money should not be called in for a 
period of three years if in the meantime every half-yearly payment of 
interest should be punctually paid. The first half-yearly payment of 
interest fell due on the 15th of August, 1897, and on the 16th of August 
the defendant Broadbent, not having received a cheque, wrote to the 
secretary of the plaintiff company asking for immediate payment. The 
secretary replied stating that he would submit the matter to the next 
board meeting. Broadbent was not satisfied and wrote again on the 20th 
of August giving notice that he called in the principal money at the end of 
three months. The receipt of this letter was ac! ovlehest by the secretary, 
but as no cheque was forthcoming, Broadbent telegraphed to the secretary 
threatening to issue a writ unless the interest due was remitted on that 
day. Thereupon a cheque was received by Broadbent from a third party 
who had no standing in the plaintiff company, and who subsequently, on 
the 22nd of September, wrote to Broadbent to know if he intended to act 
upon his notice to the company. Broadbent replied that such was his 
intention. On the 15th of November the solicitor to the company wrote 
to Broadbent disputing the validity of his notice, and on the 22nd issued the 
writ in the present action claiming a declaration that the defendants were 
not a to require payment of the principal moneys under the mort- 

eed. 

Kexewicu, J., held that in the circumstances punctual payment must 
be taken to mean payment within a reasonable time, that in his opinion 
the plaintiff company had procured the payment within a reasonable time, 
and that they were entitled to the injunction.—OCounsg., Warrington, Q.C., 
and Church ; Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and A. J. Allen. Sotscrrons, George 
B. W. Dighy; Goodale § Hobson, for Butterworth, Rose § Morrison, Swindon. 


[Reported by R. J, A. Morrison, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
Re WILCOCK, KAY v. DEWHIRST. Romer, J. 12th, 20th Nov.; 
4th Dec. 


Wui—Ansottre Grirr—Suare setriep py Conic, “ Insrzap or Girt”’ 
in Witt—No Revocation. 


Adjourned summons. David Wilcock, by his will, dated the 10th of 
October, 1840, gave and bequeathed all his personal estate not otherwise 
disposed of unto his two daughters, 8S. and H., share and share alike, and 
further directed that each of his said two daughters should have and be 
paid £1,000 on their respective days of marriage, part of their ve 
shares. By a codicil the testator proceeded to revoke the gifts of £1,000, 
and ‘‘ instead of such bequests in the manner expressed in my said will to 
such daughters absolutely,’’ directed his executors to hold his 
estate on trust for sale and conversion and pay one moiety of the income of 
the proceeds to each daughter respectively, and upon their respective deaths 
to hold one moiety of the fund on trust for the children of the one so dying 
as she should by deed or will appoint, and in default — er children 
equally. There was no gift over in the event of either ter dying 
without issue. H.,a daughter, died a widow without ever having had 
issue, and the question was whether there was an intestacy as to the 
moiety which had been given to her absolutely by the will, but in which 
under the codicil she only took a life interest. 

Romer, J., said, after considerable doubt, he had come to the conclusion 
that there was no intestacy as to the daughters’ share in question. The 
principles governing the case were—first, that referred to by Lord Cairns 
m Kellett v. Kellett (L. R. 3 H. L. 160), where he said : ‘‘ The principle is 
perfectly clear that where you have a distinct disposition made by a will, 
that disposition cannot be revoked by a codicil except through the 
medium and use of words equally clear and distinct.” The other 
_—* was that pointed out by Lord Cottenham in Lassence v. Tierney (1 

. & G. 551), that “If a testator leaves a legacy absolutely as regards 
his estate, but restricts the mode of the legatees’ enjoyment of it to 
secure certain objects for the benefit of the legatee, upon failure of 
such objects the absolute gift prevails.” In his lordship’s opinion the 
words in the codicil, ‘‘ instead of such bequests in the manner expressed 
in my said will to such daughter absolutely ’’ were meant to point, not a 
total substitution of the new gift for the old, but merely to a modification 
of the old gift, and that the same meaning should be given to the word 
“ instead” as was given in Doe d. Murch v. Marchant (6 M. & G. 813). On 
these grounds his lordship held that there was no intestacy.—CotnssL, 
H, Greenwood ; Farwell, Q.0., and Pattullo; Neville, Q.C., and E. F. 
Spencer ; Levett, Q.C., and Mark Romer. So.tcrrors, Wi , Samuel, 
& Behrend, for Simpson § Denham, Leeds; R. H. Behrend; Ince, Colt, ¢ 
Ince, for Carter, Atkinson, § Bentley, Pontefract. 


{Reported by Ratzcu B. Paurorrs, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
BARTLETT v. MAYFAIR PROPERTY CO. (LIM.) 9th and 10th Nov. 


Company —Winpinc-uPp—Dzpenturss—Onarcs on Uncatiep Oarrrai— 
Compantgs Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 76), 8. 5. 


The Mayfair a Oo. (Limited) was in August, 1892, 
with a capital of ,000 divided inte 000" Shanes of £10 each. The 
mem: um and articles of association authorized a 
on uncalled capital. On the 12th of September, 1892, the 
resolution was passed: ‘That such portion of the company 


consists of £5 per share uncalled upon all the 
of the company shall a of being 
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unpaid capital, which b 
winding-up, or whether the special resolution in 1892 and section 5 
Companies Act, 1879, ted the uncalled capi £5 
by the debentures. 
nicuT, J., held that primd facie the language of the section 
what it said, it created a statutory inability to call aR capital except 
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[Reported by C. W. Mean, Barrister-at-Law. | 





| High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». DAVIS; THE SAME v. ROWTON 
HOUSES (LIM.). Div. Court. 9th Dec. 


Merrorotis—New Buripivcs—Dwetime-novse To BE INHABITED OR 
ADAPTED TO BE BY Persons or THE Worxktnc CLass— 
Lonpon Burupme Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. ccxut.), 8. 13. 


Cases stated by metropolitan police magistrates. 
Petey were bound to set back their 
as required by section 13 of the London Building Act, 1894. That section 
prohibits the erection of new b within a prescribed distance of the 
centre of the roadway of a street, being a highway; sub-section (5) con- 
tains an on in favour of buildings to be erected upon the site of 
buildings at the commencement of the Act or within seven 
years previously in cases where plans of such old buildings have been sub- 
Tnitted to and vertified by the district surveyor; but upon the exception 
there follows the proviso that ‘‘no dwelling-house to be inhabited or 
ted to be inhabited by persons of the working class shall, without 
the consent of the council, be erected or re-erected within the prescribed 
ht exceeding the distance of the front or nearest external 
from the opposite side of such street, and that no 
building or structure shall be converted into such dwelling-house within 
the prescribed distance so as to exceed such height.” In Davis’s case there 
before the commencement of the Act, upon a piece of land 
fronting on a street which was a highway, a row of shops with li 
rooms behind and on the upper floors; these were within the 
distance from the centre of the roadway. In 1895 Davis itted plans 
of the old buildings to the district surveyor, and these were duly certified 
by him under section 13 (5); he also gave notice of his intention to erect 
on the site new described as *‘ domestic buildings, to be used as 
shops and dwelling-houses.”” The new were erected and did 
not extend the site or the 
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the building was adapted to be inhabited by persons of the working class, 

although it was not exclusively reserved for or used by persons of that class 

and that it was properly described as a poor man’s hotel, and that it was 

a ‘public building’ within the definition in section 5 (27), and not a 

** dwelling-house ’’ within the definition in section 5 (25) or within section 

13 (5); he therefore dismissed the summons. The county council appealed 
both cases. 

Tue Cover (Hawkins and Cuannet1, J.J.) dismissed both appeals. 

Hawkins, J., after referring to the facts in Davis’s case, said: The 
real question is what is the meaning of the words ‘‘to be inhabited or 
adapted to be inhabited by persons of the working class.’’ I think that 
the words ‘‘ to be inhabited ’’ mean ‘“‘ intended to be inhabited ’’—viz., so 
intended by the person who erects the dwelling-house ; if the person who 
erects the house intends it to be inhabited by persons of this class the 
case would come exactly within the terms of the proviso. Then the 
words ‘‘ adapted to be inhabited’’ I take to mean “‘ structurally adapted 
to be inhabited,”” and nothing more. In this case there is nothing to 
shew that when the house was built it was either intended or structurally 
adapted to be inhabited by persons of the working class. It was said that 
the manner in which the house was actually used was evidence of the 
intention with which it was built. I agree that if it be shewn that a 
house was at the time of its erection specially adapted to be used ina 
particular way and that it was afterwards actually so used, that would be 
a strong case as to the intention. But here I do not think there was 
evidence on which the magistrate was bound to find that this house was 
built with the intention that it should be inhabited, or even that it was in 
fact inhabited, by persons of the working class. There was no special 
adaptation for inhabitation by any particular class; it is simply a shop 
with the upper floors utilized in the ordinary manner. In the case of 
Rowton Houses the county council took the view that, though it was a case 
in which their consent ought to be given if asked for, they must refuse to 
allow the b to remain unless the respondents would adopt their 
view of the law and abandon their own and ask for consent. I cannot 
understand that view. The te has found that this is a poor 
man’s hotel and also that it is‘a public building, and, therefore, not a 
a ee within the meaning of the Act. I do not quite 
with last view. I conceive that a building may be a public buildi 
and yet a dwelling-house within the Act. But this does not seem to me 
to be a building constructed with the intention that it shall be inhabited 

persons of the working class ; it is built for the accommodation of any 
which may choose to use it. J think, therefore, that this appeal also 
must be dismissed. 

CuannagL1, J., said that the point of the main enactment in section 13 
(5) was that as to sites occupied at the commencement of the Act the 
owner was not to have his existing rights taken away. Then the effect of 
the proviso was that if the owner was going to build a certain class of 

he was to be subject to some restriction; what was dealt with 
was the time of the erection of the buildings, not the subsequent user; if 
there were an improper user of the buildings, that could be dealt with 
under the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. If the house was built 
with the intention that it should be inhabited, or so as to be structurally 
fitted to be inhabited, by the working classes it was within the proviso ; 
the object was to give reasonable air space in localities inhabited by a class 
of ge amongst whom overcrowding was likely to occur. [His lordship 
then dealt with the facts of each case, and held that in neither case did 
the building fall within the proviso as interpreted by him.] As to the 
view taken by the magistrate in the case of Rowton Houses (Limited) it was 
wrong to say that because the definition of ‘‘domestic building ’’ included 
a “‘ dwelling house ’’ and excluded a ‘‘ public building ’’ therefore a public 
building could not be a dwelling house; that was a wrong use to make of 
the interpretation clause. He eed, however, with the opinion of the 
that the building was not a dwelling house to be inhabited or 
intended to be inhabited by persons of the working class. He also 
thought that where, as in this case, the building was clearly not within 
the mischief of the Act a public body ought not to administer the Act 
harshly and to attempt to force the owners to apply for consent contrary to 
their view of the law.—Counsg., Horace Avory and Daldy ; Cripps, Q.C., 
and Marshall Hall; Macmorran,-Q.C., and Roskill. Soticrrors, W. A. 
Blarland ; Hanbury, Whitting, ¢ Nicholson ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co, 
[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


KNOWLES & SON (Appellants) v. SINCLAIR (Respondent). Div. Court. 
9th Dec. 


Waricuts anc’ Measvrrs—Coat—Satz or—Ticket Given on Sate— 
**Correct Wricut”’ or VentcLe—Weicuts AND Measures Act, 1889 
(52 & 53 Vicr. c. 21), s. 22 (2). 

Case stated by justices for the county of Lancaster. Ay information 
was laid by the respondent, an inspector of weights and measures, against 
the appellants, who are colliery proprietors carrying on business at Little 
Lever, near Bolton. The information was originally laid under sub- 
section 1 of section 22 of the Weights and Measures Act, 1889, but at the 

it was amended into an information under sub-section 2 of that 
section, and the summons was treated as having been taken out under 
sub-section 2, for not having stated in the ticket given by the appellants 
to the purchaser on a sale of coal by the appellants to the purchaser, the 
correct weight of the vehicle, or of the vehicle and animal drawing it, 
to the provisions of that sub-section. Section 21 (1) provides : 


** Where any quantity of coal exceeding two hundredweight is delivered 
by means of any vehicle to a purchaser, the seller of the coal shall there- 
with deliver, or cause to be delivered, or to be sent by post or otherwise, 
to the purchaser or to his servant, before any 

@ ticket or note according tothe form in the thi 


of the coal is unloaded, 
schedule to this Act, or 





according to a form to the like effect : (2) if default is made in complying 


with the requirements of this section with t to the delivery or send- 
ing of a ticket or note, . .« the seller of the coal shall be liable to a 
fine not exceeding five pounds.”’ Section 22 (1): ‘‘ Where any quantity 
of coal exceeding two hundredweight is conveyed for delivery on sale in 
a vehicle in bulk, the seller of the coal shall cause the weight of the 
vehicle, as well as of the coal contained therein, to be previously ascer- 
tained by a weighing instrument stamped by the inspector, and being on 
or near to the place from which the coal is brought, and shall from time 
to time cause the true weight of the vehicle to be marked thereon ; (2) in 
any such case the seller of the coal shall insert or cause to be inserted in the 
ticket required by this Act to be given by him a statement of the correct 
weight of the vehicle, or of the vehicle and of the animal drawing it 
where both are weighed together with the load, as weli as of the correct 
weight of the coal contained in the vehicle,’’ under a fine not exceed- 
ing five pounds. Then the form of the ticket in the schedule provides 
for the weight of the coal and vehicle, and the tare weight of the vehicle. 
At the hearing before the justices on the 14th of January, a police-con- 
stable, who was an assistant to the inspector, was called, and he proved 
that on the day in question he met the appellants’ cart loaded with coal, 
that he followed it to a house and there saw the coal delivered and a ticket 
at the same time delivered to the purchaser of the coal by the appellants’ 
carter, which ticket showed the appellants’ horse and cart to weigh 
29cwts. ; that he then took the horse and cart to the weighing machine 
at the railway station and there caused them to be weighed, when the 
weight was shewn to be 28cwts., 3grs., or a difference of 28lbs. (in favour 
of the purchaser) between the weight shown upon the ticket and that 
registered by the machine at the station; the cart was not weighed apart 
from the horse. There was no dispute about the facts, which were taken to 
be as above stated. The justices convicted the appellants of an offence 
under sub-section 2 of section 22, and fined them ina sum of 20s. and 
10s. 6d. costs. The question now was whether the conviction under sub- 
section 2 was correct. For the appellants it was contended that there was 
no evidence to support the conviction ; that the 2nd sub-section required 
the correct weight of the vehicle, or of the horse and vehicle, to be inserted 
in the ticket, and that there was no evidence that this was not done; that 
the correct weight meant the correct weight, not at the time when the 
coal was delivered to the purchaser, but at the time the vehicle was 
weighed before being sent out at or near the place from which the coal 
was brought. For the respondent it was contended that by “‘ correct 
weight ” in sub-section 2, was meant the correct weight at the time of the 
delivery of the coal to the purchaser, and as the weight inserted in the 
ticket was not the correct weight when the coal was delivered to the pur- 
chaser, an offence under sub-section 2 was committed, and that the con- 
viction was therefore right. 

Tue Court (Hawkins and Cuannztt, JJ.) allowed the appeal, and 
quashed the conviction. 

Hawks, J.—I think this conviction ought to be quashed, and for this 
reason. The weighing evidently implied in section 21 isa weighing before 
the coal is sent out, and the section says that a ticket is to be sent accord- 
ing to the form in the schedule, and referring to the schedule we see the 
form provides for the weight of the coal and vehicle and the tare weight 
of the vehicle; and the section also provides that the ticket is to be 
delivered, or is to be sent by post or otherwise, to the purchaser or his 
servant. Then, sections 21 and 22 together, it is clear that the 
ticket which is to be ivered under section 21 is the ticket which is 
referred to in section 22, and I am satisfied that there was no intention 
that there should be two tickets, but that the ticket in which the correct 
weight of the vehicle is to be stated under section 22 (2) is the ticket pro- 
vided for in section 21, and I have no doubt that the object was that the 
weighing of the vehicle should take place before it was sent out ‘‘ at or 
near the place from which the coal is brought,’’ and the ticket, with the 
weight of the vehicle inserted in it, as so ascertained, was to be sent by 
post or at the option of the seller was to be given to the purchaser at the 
time. The result of the weighing by the constable was to shew that the 
purchaser obtained twenty-eight pounds of coal too much. I think the 
conviction was wrong for the simple reason that there was no evidence at 
all to ef it, and no proof that the ticket was erroneous in any 
respect. think, therefore, the conviction ought to be quashed. 

CHANNELL, J.—I am of the same opinion. The section in question 
clearly refers to a previous weighing, and the ticket was to be sent with 
the result of that previous weighing inserted in it. The expression 
“* correct weight’ in sub-section 2 means the correct weight as ascertained 
at a time previous to the time when the coal is delivered to the purchaser 
or tenes Be at his request.—CounszL, Willes Chitty; Loehnis. Soxtot- 
tors, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co., for Richardson § Marsh, Bolton; Roweliffes, 
Rawle, § Co., for J. Hail, Bury. 

[Reported by Sir SHznston Baxenr, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.| 


] REG. v. WEST. C.C.R. 11th Dec. 


Canaan Law—Crmanat Law Amenpment Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 
69), ss. 5, 17—CommencemMENT oF PROSECUTION. 


Case stated by Sir Walter Phillimore, Bart., Commissioner of Assize. 
The prisoner was committed by the magistrates on the 27th of July, 1897, on 
acharge of rape alleged to have been committed on the 19th of July. The 
depositions appearing not to warrant such a charge, the bill laid before 
the grand jury at the Durham Assizes on the 22nd of November, and the 
indictment found by them, was for an offence under section 5, sub-section 
(1), of the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, against 2 gil over 
thirteen and under sixteen years of age. It was contended on of 
soner that an acquittal ought to be directed on the 
section referred to provides that ‘‘no prosecution shall co 
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for an offence under sub-section (1) of this section more than three 
months after the commission of the offence,” and that the tion for 
the offence alleged in the indictment was not commenced until the bill 
was sent to the grand jury on the 22nd of November. The prisoner was 
convicted. After conviction it was submitted that the indictment ought 
tobe quashed because by reason of section 17 of the Act of 1885 and of 
the Vexatious Indictments Act, 22 & 23 Vict. c. 17, no indictment for an 
offence under section 5(1) ought to have been allowed to be found by the 
d jury, there having been no commitment for that offence. 

Tur Court (Lord Russgtt or Kritowen, O.J., and Hawxis, Matuew, 
GrantHaM, and Daruine, JJ.) upheld the conviction. 

Lord Russzut or Kittowen, O.J., after stating the facts, said that if the 
course had been taken of indicting the for rape, no difficulty 
could have arisen because, under section 9 of the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885, the judge might have directed the jury to acquit of rape 
and convict of the misdemeanour. The point taken was that this was a 

ution for a misdemeanour under section 5 (1), and that, therefore, 
the proviso to that section applied. But he thought that the prosecution 
for the offence of which the prisoner was convicted was co! 
within three months after the commission of the offence. A prosecution 
for rape was a prosecution for any offence for which on an indictment for 
rape a person could be convicted. The evidence before tes — 
raise a doubt as to whether a person ought to be commi for rape, but 
they might easily think that no harm could be done by their committin 
him for that offence, because on an indictment for rape he could be foun: 
guilty of the lesser offence. He therefore thought the judge ought not 
to have directed an acquittal or quashed the in ent.» 

Hawkins, Matruew, Grantuam, and Daruine, JJ., concurred. Convic- 
tion affirmed.—CovnseL, Meyneli. So.icrron, The Treasury Solicitor. The 
prisoner was not represented. 


‘s (Reported by T. R. C. Dixx, Barrister-at-Law.1 


MOULT v. HALLIDAY. Div. Court. 8th Dec. 


' Master anp Szervant—Domestic Service—Norick GIVEN DURING First 


Fortnicut or Sgrvice Tro Leave AT END oF First Monru—Ovstom— 
REASONABLENESS. 


Appeal from the Westminster County Court. The facts were as follows : 
On the 12th of March, the plaintiff, who had entered the service of the 
defendant as upper housemaid on the 1st of March, gave notice to leave 
on the Ist of April. The defendant claimed one month’s notice and refused 
to pay the plaintiff's wages, but offered her six weeks’ wages if she would 
stay ten days later. The plaintiff then brought the action, ——— 
£2 6s. 8d. for her month’s wages. Evidence was given servants an 
persons experienced in the business of servants’ registry that it was 
common for notice to be given by either mistress or servant during the 
first fortnight of the service to determine the service at the end of the 
first month ; and the existence of a custom of that nature was alleged. 
The county court judge held that there was no such custom ; he thought 
that a month’s notice was requisite, and further that the custom alleged 
would be unreasonable, and he gave judgment for the defendant. On the 
appeal Williams v. Byrne (7A. E. 177), Turner v. Mason (14 M. & W. 112), 
Metener v. Bolton (9 Ex. 518), Wigglesworth v. Dallison (Smith’s Leading 
Cases, 9th ed., p. 582), Hx parte Powell (1 Ch. D. 501), and Crawcour v. 
Salter (18 Ch, D. 30), were cited. 

Tus Court (Hawxus and Cuannz11, JJ.) dismissed: the a ; 

Hawkins, J., said that he regretted that the judgment of the court on 
the case would not settle the law on the question which the — 
desired to have settled. The question was one of fact, and they no 
power to say that the custom set up by the plaintiffs had been so recognized 
as to enable the court to take notice of it. The law had made the 
county court judge the sole judge of fact, and as he had found as a fact 
that there was no such custom this court could not reverse his finding. 
On that ground, therefore, ard on that alone, the appeal must be dis- 
missed. There was evidence before the county court judge which would 
have justified him in coming to that conclusion that the custom prevailed. 
But there was no obligation on him to come to that conclusion, and his 
decision could not be upset. As to the reasonableness of the custom 
in question and with the view to dis of one point, he had no hesita- 
tion in saying that the custom would not be unreasonable if it existed. 


He would add one word as to the custom which had been suggested the 
t the end 


before the county court—namely, that if a servant left a 

of the first month she had a right to have the character with which she 
came handed over. That was not a reasonable custom. There was no 
legal obligation to hand over the character. Supposing that during the 
month for which the servant who had come with a good c! stayed, 
circumstances occurred which shewed that the servant was not of good 
—, it would be deceitful and improper to band over the old good 

acter. 

Cuannett, J., concurred. To be judicially noticed a custom must be 
fo notorious and so well understood that it was unn for e 
doing business together to mention it, as it would be taken to be incl 
in the contract unless expressly excluded. In the engagment of a servant 
the well-known custom of a month’s wages or a month’s warning was 
an instance. The supposed custom set up in this case was thought to be 
consistent with the custom of terminating the service by a month’s 
hotice or a month’s wages. But, even if that were the case, it would not 
matter, inasmuch as a custom grew up from an accumulation of instances, 
and a custom might therefore change in ulars from time to 
time. Then when the change became sufficiently notorious it would be taken 
4s being included in contracts of service unless it was excluded. The cus- 
tom set up by the plaintiff had gone some way towards being established, 
but it still remained a question of fact for the county court judge, and 





master to hand over the character of the servant which she t with 
her.—Covunsz., , 
staffe, § Co, ; Budd, Johnsons, $ Jecks. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Lav.]} 


CLIFFORD v. THAMES IRONWORKS CO. Div. Court. 15th Dec. 
County Courtr—Aprrzat—Jupcr’s Nore—Pornt nor RAISED aT TRIAL. 


pon : 

evidence of ligence proper to go tothe jury; and of misdirection. 
The learned ju at the end of hisnote of the % eal Gn Sitowing 
observation: “ = the I furnish the 
Scio cod Tam wnstte 60 ony that legal Qa gules Sees 
ial, and I am unable to say w: I 
was’ Sought on questions of fast’. ©.” On anneal 
was taken that no point of law was raised in 
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Tue Court (GRANTHAM and CuAnngLL, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
GrantHam, J., said that the learned judge was j in appending to 


his note the words quoted, and the court would be guided by them. 
no ee Sones ae in the r 
not be taken at the trial, but both the 
present case consisted of points which 
—CounszL, Jel/f, Q.C., and Morten Smith; E. Morten. Soxicrrors, Watson 
Sons § Room ; Shaen, Roscoe ¢ Massey. 

(Reported by C. G. Wiusrauam, Barrister-at-Law.! 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re IZOD, Ex parte OFFICIAL RECEIVER. C.A.No.1. 10th Dec. 


Banxrurtcy—Recgtving Orxpsr—Aprriication to Ruscinp—AssEnt OF 
CreprTrors—JURISDICTION AND Discretion or RacisTRaAR—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), 8. 104—Banxruprey Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vicr. c. 71), 8. 3, suB-sEcTION 6. 


In this case the official receiver appealed against an order of Mr. Regis- 
tear Hope, whereby « receiving onder made against the debtet on 
eS The order was made on the 
a ee Oe moran pa Oe ony three of their 
were a to report as to the debtor’s affairs, 
in the interests of the creditors g 
that they should receive an immediate 
and that, if bankruptcy were continued, the assets 
suffice to pay such a di 3 yee rd meen of the 
that it was their benefit to 
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A. L. Surrn, L.J.—The order must stand. The first question was 
the registrar had jurisdiction to rescind the receiving order, and 
the second question was whether, if he had, he had properly exercised his 
The circumstances in this case made it a most exceptional 
case. The learned judge then, having dealt with the facts of the case, said 
he was of opinion that there was jurisdiction to rescind the receiving order, 
although on first reading section 3, sub-section 6, of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1890, it ——— that this could not be done until after the debtor had 
undergone his public examination; yet section 104 of the Act of 1883 gave 
the court power to rescind any order it had made. Re Davidson clearly 
shewed that there was a discretion to rescind, and Re Flatau and Re Hester 
shewed that the matter was discretionary and was not limited to the two 
cases where twenty shillings in the pound had been paid or a public 
examination had been held, and in those cases it was pointed out how that 
discretion should be exercised and under what circumstances. Those 
circumstances existed here and were taken into consideration by the 
registrar, who thought that no further investigation was necessary, and he 
accordingly rescinded the receiving order. The registrar properly exer- 
cised his discretion and the appeal should be dismissed. 


Riosy, L.J., in dissenting from the above judgment, said: The 
discretion of the registrar to rescind a receiving order is a limited 
discretion. If a general discretion existed it would detract from the 
provisions of the Bankruptcy Acts, which were intended to aim at a 
private arrangement made with creditors. Rs Hester, which was decided 
under the Act of 1883, shews the leading consideration which ought 
to guide the court is whether the debtor is proposing a scheme within 
that Act. The judges there did not determine whether a discretion 
existed or not, and they expressly refused to decide whether a debtor, as 
regards an arrangement with his creditors, is or is not bound to proceed 
under section 18 of the Act of 1883, which section has been repealed and 
is — by section 3 of the Act of 1890. Under this latter section, no 
application to the court to approve a scheme is to be heard until the 
debtor has undergone a public examination. That was enacted to clear 
up any doubt whether there is a general discretion or not. It was never 
intended that an application to, rescind should be founded ona private 
arrangement with the creditors. In this case the debtor filed his own 
petition and thus placed himself under the bankruptcy laws. He then 
made a private arrangement with his creditors. That is entirely against 
the object of the Bankruptcy Acts, and the exercise of the registrar’s 
discretion ought to be overruled, as there was no ground at all for it. 
There is no distinction in principle between rescinding a receiving order 
and annulling an adjudication under section 35 of the Act of 1883, and 
the court is entitled to look at that section to see upon what grounds an 
adjudication can be annulled. In the present case the debts were not 
paid in full, nor is there anything to shew that the receiving order ought 
not to have been made. The order to stay proceedings was only on 
certain terms. It does not shew that nothing could be ascertained against 
the debtor, because all the means of ascertainment were not exhausted. 
po is nothing special in this case, and the order to rescind ought to be 

charged. 


Cotuis, L.J., delivered judgment agreeing with that of Smith, L.J. 
Appeal dismissed.—Counssi, Sir R. Webster, A.G., and Muir Mackenzie ; 
H. Reed, Q.C. ; Carrington and Cautley. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor to the Board 
of Trade; P. C. Ray. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwet, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re GILBERT, Ex parte GILBERT. Wright, J. 13th Dec. 


Bankrurrcy—Deceasep [nsoivent—RerTAINner BY ExEcuTOR—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), s. 125. 


This was a motion by Mrs. Laura Gilbert, the widow and executrix of 
@ person who had died insolvent and whose estate was being administered 
in bankruptcy under section 125 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Mrs. 
Gilbert asked for an order that the trustee in such administration should 
deliver up to her all the goods that he had taken possession of under the 
administration order. The grounds of her claim were, that her husband 
had died indebted to her in the sum of £850; that his entire estate, which 
consisted of a drapery business, was under the value of £300; and that in 
exercise of her right of retainer as executrix, she had retained the estate in 
satisfaction of her claim prior to any notice of the petition for administra- 
tion. It was objected on behalf of the trustee that she could not retain 
in specie, but must first realize the estate, and also that she could not claim 
a right of retainer over book debts which had not been gotin (Re Compton, 
Norton v. Compton, 33 W. BR. 157, 30 Ch. D. 15). 


Wricont, J., decided that she could not retain the bools debts which had 
not been got in, but upheld her claim to retain in specie. He said it was 
curious that there was no direct authority on the point. It might very 
well be that where the assets of a testator exceeded in value the debt to 
the executor, the executor could not set up a right to retain in specie un- 
less he had clearly appropriated certain of the assets of ascertained value 
in payment of his debt. But where the assets of a testator were 
manifestly much less in value than the debt due to the executor, he was 
not prepared, in the absence of authority, to hold that the executor could 
not retain the assets in specie in satisfaction of the debt, but was bound to 
realize the estate before he could pay himself. In the present case the 
executrix had clearly asserted her right to retain in specie before she 
received notice of the petition in bankruptcy. Under the circumstances 
therefore she was entitled to judgment.—CounsrL, 7. M. Stevens ; Carring- 
ton. Soxicirons, W. R. Millar ; J. N. Mason. 


[Reported by P. M. Faancxz, Bartister-at-Law. 





LAW SOCIETIES. ; 


GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


(1) The attention of the council having been called to the following” 
resolution of the council passed in October, 1896, and published in the” 
council’s last annual statement, and adopted by the general meeting of 
the bar on the 4th of May, 1897—viz.: ‘‘ That a barrister holding the” 
office of town clerk, clerk to guardians, or any similar public body, ought 
not to practise at the bar,” a 

The council have resolved as follows: ‘‘ That in their opinion a barrister 
would be justified in refusing to hold a brief with anyone who trang. 
gressed the above resolution, and that barristers ought not to hold briefs 
with members of the profession who wilfully transgress established rules” 
of the profession.”’ ; ; 

(2) The council have resolved as follows: ‘‘ That in their opinion it ig 
undesirable that a barrister who is a member of a couaty council should” 
appear as counsel before a committee of such county council.”’ 

(3) The council have resolved as follows: ‘‘ (1) That it is not contrary 
to etiquette for a barrister to attend a county court without being” 
instructed in any case before the court. (2) That there is no objection to 
a barrister so attending in robes.”’ 

(4) Taxes Management Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vict. c. 19), 8 57 (9).— 
Appeals.—‘‘ No barrister, solicitor, attorney, or any person practising the 
law shall be allowed to plead before the said commissioners on such’ 
appeal for the appellant or officers either vivd voce or by writing.” 

It having been represented to the council that complicated and difficult 
questions arise before the commissioners involving large sums of money, 
and that the taxpayer is precluded by the above section from any pro- 
fessional assistance, whereas the Revenue authorities are represented by 
trained experts, 

The council have resolved as follows: ‘‘ That steps should be taken to 
enable persons appealing to the commissioners under the above section of 
the Taxes Management Act, 1880, to be represented by counsel on such 
appeals if they should so desire.”” d 

(5) In response to the council’s application, the Secretary of State for 
the Home Department has been pleased to instruct the governors of Her 
Majesty’s prisons to supply the council with copies of the calendars of 

risoners awaiting trial at assizes and quarter sessions. Members of the 
may see such calendars upon application at the offices of the council. 


THE BARRISTERS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of this association was held on Wednesday afternoon in 
Lincoln’s-fhn Hall. The Attorney-General presided, and among those 
present were the Master of the Rolls and Lord Justice Chitty. 

The Arrorney-GENERAL, in moving the adoption of the report of the 
committee of management for the year ending the 30th of June, 1897, 
said it was more favourable than any report that had ever before been 
submitted. He wished to express publicly the thanks of the association 
for a munificent anonymous donation of £5,000, and he hoped that this 
gift would lead to other additions to the invested funds, which it was 
extremely desirable to secure. Considerable success had attended the 
establishment of local committees at Liverpool and Manchester, and it was 
now proposed to establish committees at Birmingham and Leeds. He was 
still not quite satisfied with the number of members—829—although there 
had been an increase of fifty-nine during the year. The funds were not 
adequate for the cases the committee had to meet. The grants made™ 
during the year amounted to £2,278 among ninety-eight cases, but the © 
income fell £400 short of that sum. 

The Master or THe Roxts seconded the motion, which was carried. 

In seconding the motion appointing the committee of management for 
the ensuing year, which was proposed by Lord Justice Currry, Mr. 
CrackaNTHORPE, Q.C., said that the names of no fewer than 10,000 
barristers appeared in the current law list, and he thought he was within the 
mark when he said that 2,700 appeared as holding chambers and attending 
circuits. He thought, therefore, they ought to have a very much larger 
number of subscribers. In Germany nearly every advocate in the empire 
subscribed to a similar association and the same was the case in France, 
and in the latter country if an advocate did not subscribe his name was 
liable to be struck off the tablet de V’ ordre. : 

Several votes of thanks having been passed, the proceedings terminated. 











LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. j 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXAMINATION. 
November, 1897. 


At the examination for Honours of candidates for admission on the 
roll of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the Examination Committee 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction : 


First Oxass. 


(In the opinion of the committee the standard attained by the cate” 
didates does not justify the issue of any first class list.) 


Szconp Crass. 
{In Alphabetical Order. } 


Ronald Stewart Brown, B A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Joha 2 


Dickinson, of Liverpool. 


au 
# 


x = ££ 


Oe na 


BRESSs sPEese_ 


FEES = 


REESSPES> . 


eos 











1ion it is 
il should 


contrary 
ut being 
ection to 


57 (9).— 
ising the 
on such 


| difficult 
; money, 
ANY pro- 
ented by 


taken to 
ection of 
on such 


State for 
sof Her 
ndars of 
rs of the 
ouncil. 


N. 


moon in 
ng those 


rt of the 
ne, 1897, 
ore 
sociation 
that this 
h it was 
ded the 
nd it was 
He was 
gh there 
were not 
its made 
, but the 


ied. 
ment for 


ithin the 
ttending 
h larger 
> empire 

France, 
ame was 


ninated. 


» on the 
ommittee 
jon : 


the cat- 


ir. Joh 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








Dec. 18, 1897. 





Robert Burrow Harrison, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
John Edward Bolton, of Kendal. 


Herbert Harvey Moseley, B.A., B.C.L., who served his clerkship with | incl 


Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., of London. 
Richard Irvine Steele, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Dobinson 
& Watson, of Carlisle. 


Turmp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Sydney Malcolm Baird, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Fladgate 
& Oo., of London. 

Charlies Edward Bischoff, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas William Bischoff, of the firm of Messrs. Bompas, Bischoff, Dodg- 
gon, Coxe, & Bompas. 

Henry Cane, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Colbatch Clark, of 
the firm of Messrs. Colbatch Clark & Son, of Brighton. 

Philip Hugh Childs, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Arthur 
inten, of Portsmouth ; and Mr. Arthur Walter Mills, of London. 

Alfred Montagu Gibb, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Brighouse, 
Brighouse, & Jones, of Ormskirk. 

Arthur Morgan James, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
William James, of Swansea ; and Mr. John ‘Thomas Lewis, of London. 

John Egbert James, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Messrs. Shar- 
man, Jackson, & Archer, of Wellingborough ; and Messrs. Russell, Cooke, 
& Co., of London. 

Arthur Daniel Jones, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Warring 
Jones, of London ; and Mr. John Durham, of m-on-Thames. 

James Brown Killey, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Arthur Weightman, of the firm of Messrs. Weightman, Pedder, & 
Weightman, of Liverpool. 

Frederick William Beale Poste, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Robert Fortescue Moresby White, of Grantham; and Messrs. Paterson, 
Snow, Bloxham, & Kinder. 

Walter Treverbian Prideaux, who served his clerkship with Sir Walter 
Sherburne Prideaux, of the firm of Messrs. Prideaux & Sons, of London. 

William Milner Ratcliff, B.A., who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 

William Edward Richardson, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
William Barnes, of Lichfield. : 

Mr. Edgar Thomae Woodbridge, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Hurry Riches Woodbridge, of the firm of Messrs. Woodbridge & 
Sons, of Uxbridge ; and Mr. George Ernest Rigden, of London. 

William Humphrey Woodhouse, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alexander Silk Crowther Doyle, of London. 


The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly awarded 
to Mr. Baird ‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize,’’ value about £12. 

The Council have given Class Certificates to the candidates in the Second 
and Third Classes. 

Eighty-five candidates gave notice for the examination. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrety.—Nov. 30.—Chairman: Mr. C. A. 
Anderson.—The subject for debate was ‘‘ That ‘ The Christian ’ does not 
deserve the popularity it has attained.’’ Mr. F. J. Berryman opened in 
the affirmative ; Mr. Archibald Hair opened in the negative. The follow- 
ing members also spoke : Messrs. G. W. Powers, James Brennan, R. H. 
Armstrong, J. Bowen Davies, and V. Lyons. The motion was lost by one 
vote 


Dec. 7.—Chairman: Mr. T. Seager Berry.—The subject for debate 
was, “ That the case of Plant v. Bourne (1897, 2 Ch. D. 281) was wrongly 
decided.” Mr. F. H. Stevens opened in the affirmative; Mr. D. 8. 
Cornock seconded in the affirmative. Mr. C. H. L. Alder in the 
negative; Mr. John Blair seconded in the tive. The following mem- 
bers also spoke: Messrs. J. A. Dixon, G. i. Daniel, Neville Tebbutt, 
and J. S. Wilkinson. The motion was carried by two votes. 


Dec. 14.—Chairman, Mr. J. 8. Wilkinson.—The subject for debate was : 
“That Parliament should forthwith constitute a tribunal for the com- 
pulsory settlement of labour disputes.”” Mr. C. Herbert Smith opened 
the tive; Mr. G. W. Powers opened in the negative. The follow- 
ing members also spoke: Messrs. A. W. Watson, J. J. Edwards, G. G. 
Baily, H. E. Miller, and Tebbutt. The motion was lost by one vote. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The death is announced, on the 6th inst., of Mr. Joszrn Ricuarp Cozs, 
F.8.A., solicitor, of Brecon, at Nythfa, Brecon. He was, says the Times, 
one of the pioneers of railway enterprize in South Wales, and a learned 
meq’ who spent large sums in the preservation of ancient structures. 
In 1858 he promoted the Brecon and Merthyr Railway, to which he con- 
tributed largely, and when the contractor failed he carried on the works 
for some ne i at his own cost. For the next thirty years there was 


hardly a Bill affecting South Wales railways on which he was not | not 


engaged, and several schemes he promoted largely at his own expense. 
He was interested in geology and ornithology, and in his early F anos was 
& keen sportsman and master of the Breconshire Harriers. For a long 
he filled the offices of county treasurer and governor of Christ 

, Brecon, where he founded the Parry de Winton Scholarship, and 





later was county alderman and justice of the peace for the county of / 


Pembroke, which he ; the saving from imminent 
destruction of an in cenary house at Pembroke, and it 
complete restoration ; of 


shire, the home of the De Bohuns, which had been used 


three centuries, and which he restored as a residence. In 1892 he bought 
caieahianeacene ing shi stworetthe aa el os ome 

as & 8ea-go war last . On he 
£25,000, and it was a mm ge 


only did he receive no help in 
described as a commercial 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Exnzst Epwarp W121), barrister, has been ted Judge of the 
ancient Guildhall Court of Rood ia'tlaw&a 

Mr. Atrrep Horxrmson, Q.C., M.P., has been ted Principal of 
Owens College, Manciester, in succession to De We 

4 uae Fd SrannarD, solicitor (of et me ? Robinson os — 
nard), of Eastcheap-buildings, London, orwood, n 
appointed a Commissioner to take the Proof = Acknowledgment oi 
Deeds, and a Commissioner for Oaths for Great Britain and Ireland for the 
State of New York, U.S.A. 


Mr. Jonn Evan Wriu1ams, M.A., solicitor (of the firm of Williams & 
Gladstone), of Oardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Sir Francis Maclean, the new Chief Justice of Bengal, 
has been in ill-health since his arrival at Calcutta in the summer of the 
present year. He was ill at Simla, and has since been a sea-voyage to 
Ceylon, from which he has failed to benefit, 

Mx. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice Ridley will be the Christmas Vacation 
jadges, one of whom will attend at Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers, on 
certain days to be fixed, during the first half, while the other will attend 
during the second part of the vacation. 

At a meeting of the parish of St. Sepulchre, London, to nominate 
representatives for the Court of Common Council for next year, it was 
announced that Her Majesty’s Judges had expressed their tion of 
approving the plans submitted by the of London for the erection 
cP a new Central Criminal Court, and that the work of demolition would 
then proceed at no distant date to make way for the new building. 

At a meeting of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, held on 
Sane rae over by the Lord Ohief Justice, the — Circuits 
: Viz., 


y . 
ennedy, JJ., the latter ju ing only to Staff ; 
South-Eastern Circuit, age =: tee Circuit, Darling, J.; Western 
Circuit, Bigham and Darling, JJ.; Northern Oi 
Bruce, JJ. ; North-Eastern Circuit, Lawrence and Ridley, JJ.; North 
Wales Circuit, Channell, J.; South Wales Circuit, Phillimore, J. 

It is stated that, taking into account all the judges who in one way or 
another have had Allen v. Flood before them, it appears that thirteen 
have been on one side and eight on the other. Their names are as follow: 


Acainst ALLEN For ALLEN. 
Kennedy, J. Mathew, J. 
Esher, ex-M.R. Wright, J. 
ae mag yap os Lord 
Hewking, J. Macnaghten, 
Cave, J. Davey, Lord 
North, J. Shand’ Lord 
Wills, J. James, Lord 
Grantham, : ° 
Halsbury, L.C. 

Ashbourne, Lord 
Mcrris, Lord 
13 8 


orn. One of the criticisms of his 80 
far as he could make out, was that, so far from resembling the Matterhorn 
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he was —— 4 ad an Y human eo — ere an objection 
could possibly por pon and one upon which—however long he might 
ove A could never satisfy his critics. 


The third monthly dinner of the London Chamber of Commerce for the 
session 1897-98 was held on Tuesday. The practical business of the 
evening consisted of a discussion and criticism of the Companies Bill as 
introduced in the last Session of Parliament. On the one hand it was urged 
that the Bill was too large and sweeping, and that instead of seeking to 
remedy admitted defects it sought to cover too wide a field. It was pointed 
out that under the present law a large amount of what might ahareie have 
been idle capital had been employed and a great deal of enterprise promoted, 
whilst the amount of non-success and insolvency, as shown the win 
up of companies, had been exceedingly small. There was a r that if 
the law as to public companies were made too stringent it might exercise a 
deterrent effect on the working of Acts which up to the present had been of 
enormous benefit to the country. It was suggested that there might be a 
codification of the Companies Acts and certain modifications introduced. 
One of the provisions of the Bill which met with a favourable reception was 
that seeking to prevent companies going to allotment on insufficient capital. 
On the other hand, it was argued that the Bill would provide a much-needed 
improvement in the law which regulated public companies, and would, by 

imposing upon directors a greater responsibility for their conduct, tend to 
check the flotation of worthless companies, and protect the interests of 
re ae ders. A vote of thanks to the chairman brought the proceedings 

a close, 


P... Turoat Inerration anv Coveu.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Juju 
— prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are ianteable 
suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7 and Is. 1}d.—James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homao- 
pathic Chemists, London. —[Apvr. ] 


‘Wanninc To ntenpinc Hovsr Purcuasers anp Lzssexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or ren’ a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, T , and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria- street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr.] . 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars mm ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. StTiRiina. 
osnacaoemetanted 20 Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Lavie 
Beal Jackson Pugh 
Leach Carrington Lavie 
Beal Jackson Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewion. Romer. Byrgyg. 
Mr. Farmer Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
i Godfrey Pemberton 
Farmer Rolt Ward 
Godfrey Pemberton 





The Christmas Vacation will commence on Friday, the 24th day of December, 1897, and 
terminate on Thursday, the 6th day of January, 1898, both days inclusive. 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULT OF SALES. 
Reversions anp Pouicies OF ASSURANCE. 








Mesers. H. Bayt &  Canmume held their 609th Periodical Sale of the above 
interests at ine Mae , E.C., on Thursday, when a total of £15,700 was 
realized. One wa “Tooke down at over 90 per cent. beyond surrender value. 
Among ihe Lots Sok £ 

2s0 fasta fe Indl | end ae nine” ~™ 5 
a t. Stoc! ife 60 » 1,750 
Shatin to Teeeiaele and ehol g £410 14s. per 
LEGACY of £3900; ife7s 2 ; 
POLICIES ‘soo , F » 2,280 
For £999 19s. ; ‘life 80 Sen os ie ee ea nis ~ ww sae 
For £1,000; same life as ne jai a> » ‘on » 1,965 
For £2,000; samelife .. |... ow ge 
For £2,000; same life ” ar ‘ a oy ai son.) a 
For £2,000; same life oa oo Jas sind i edi on g Sees 
For £2,000: same life on od a ose on = ee 
For £1,000; life 56 .. ie , wh ate wee : mt 385 
£1,000; same life... an os es nae a ia 365 
For £1,500; life 58 es oak a inl oa ote " 535 
For £500 ; life 50 . | 986 


Mesars. C. C. & T. Moons, on Thursday last, offered part of the Retate of the late Mr 
George Burnell. The Re, which comprised in eight lots, and consisted of a Freehold 
Ground-rent of £117 10s ‘ith realized £3,350; a corner Freehold Block in Vallance- 
road, Whitechapel, sold for £3,300; and Freehol |d Cottages, close to Aldgate, for £2,720. 
Four Houses and Shops in Middlesex-street fetched £7,000, and £4,550 was given for a 
a lease of property in Old Montagu-street. The total of the sale was nearly 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dee. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
ace ot 


Offor, 139, Cannon st. The company has been reconstituted as the Pride of 
Limited. Burn & Berridge, 11, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator oA 
De Gruyrers ee Luoursp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 8, directed to : 





Pp, PI 
heard on Dec 20, John B. & F. Deatane, 11, Queen Victoria st, solors for pet 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 o'clock in the 
noon of Dec 18 
Morais Broruens, Limirep (1x bate i 1DATION)—Creditors are required, 
before Dec 18, to send in their n d addresses, and the particulars o! a 
debts or claims, to E. J. Abbott, 9, . Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Norts Gotpen Crowy, Liurep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 4, directed to}, 
heard on Dec 20. Burn & Berridge, 11, Old Broad st, solors for petner. Notice 
gemine must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
Onrentat Pavace o7 Varieties, ye for winding up. presented Dec 6, 
to be heard on Dec “0. Tarry & Co, 17, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, solors for 
Notice of a; must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 


afternoon 18 

Para Gas Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 14, to send their nam 

and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Francis William Pixley, 

58, Coleman st. Miller & Co, Telegraph st, solors for liquidator 

Sanirary Busta Assoctatioy, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 16, direstel 
to be heard on angen ak Dec 20. Ward, 24, John st, Bedford : row, solor for 
Retee oe eeeetnn must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after. 
noon 0} 

Tauisman Mines, Limrrep (1s Votuntary ipeeaan) ae for bennggen up, presented 
Dee 2, to be heard on Dec 20 Becher, 26, Bedford row, solor for petner, 
Notice of + eed mnst reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after. 


Ticerrontein Gotp Mines, Linrrep—Credito: required, on or before Jan 21, 
ne gig when addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthy 
Goddard, 8t George’s House, . Ingle Holmes & Sons, solors for liquidator 
Usirep Kixepou Teenmweun” Bank, Liutrgp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 6, 
directed to be 20. Michael & Co., 8, Old Jewry, solors for petnrs. Notice of 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
GuawMaRLais Friznpiy Society, Corner House Inn, Lilandebie, Carmarthen. Nov 2 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Dec. 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
ee in CHANCERY. 
Byron Sywnpicare, geen Pane oe required, on or before Jan 30, to send thelr 
names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Gerald B 
Manley 23, Bucklersb Lyde per, Gt St. Helen’s, solors to liquidator 

Guapators be (Hoxounas) Cox ax0 _ Siu oe Misuse Co, baegrone agen are Frid 
on or bg og Jan ay bl es and the particulars 
debts or claims, ah mg lla, a. eee ct, Old Booed a st 

Houmay’s Lucxy Hitt Gop Mixz, LisrrEp— Creditors are required, on or before Sig 
Jenneny, & oad See ee names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
ws ee Fellgate, 63 and 64, New Breed st Saunders, New Broad st, solor 
to 

Joun Suearman & Co, pn nocallinga hee fat an on or before 20th December, to 

send eir names and addresses. and of their debts or claims, to Joseph 
Stanfield, 77, St Mary st, Cardiff Doe Conlin , solor to liquidator 
Kent Coaurieips SyxpicarTe, Liurrep—Creditors are are required, on po before Feb 14th, to 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Augustus Venn, 95, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury. Lake & Lake, 10, New-sq, solors 

P. 8. Pariutps, 5, Lamire>—By an order made by Mr. Justice Wright, dated Nov 17, it 
was ordered that the voluntary hey yy continued. Le Brasseur & Oakley, 12, 
New court, Lincoln’s inn, agents for rasseur & Bowen, Newport, Monmouth, 
solors for petnr. 

Sreamsuip Trust, Limirep (in Votuntary Liquipation Ome ae are required, on or 
before Jan 17, to send their names d iculars of their debts a 
claims, to Johnson & Co, 36, Waterloo st, Birmingham, ook rs to liquidator. 

Unurmirep 1x CHANCERY. 
Kine Wituram Loper or Inpepeypent Free Garpeners Society (formerly ay at 
oulder of Mutton Inn, Briestfield, York)—Creditors are required, on or before Jam 
14, to send in claims to EB. A. Beaumont, 28, Queen st, Huddersfield. 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

A Farenp-1n-Nerp ae tones Merruyr Unity 5 nate 2 saree Friexpir 

Socrety, Lion Inn, 8, Neath gt = Ferry, @ 


Campanian Soctrety, Temple Bar bie, 
Farexpty Beyerit Society, White dat te Inn, ‘Milton next Gittingboarne, Kent Decl 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 26. 
Emerroy, Exizaseta Exvien, Banwell, Somerset Dec 20 Wilts and Dorset Banking & 


v Emerton, Romer, J Corboul d, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 
Hvours, Rosert, Rhyl, ma Brick Manufacturer Dec 31 - v Evans, Stirling, 
Pierce-Lewis, 


many 2 Samur. Scenes, Bes. Warwick, Manager Dec 17 Holt v Holt, 
Kekewich Goodwin, Birmi 
London > <n Nov. 30, 
Tae, Joux, Leyburn, Yorks, Solicitor Jan 3 Heaton v Teale, Stirling, J Skeltom, 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 3. 


Geyzet, Hermaxn Antox Louis, Farringdon rd, China and Glass Agent Jan a 
Enderlein v Genzel, Stirling, J Cannon & Co, Wool Exe! 

Meyuer, Tuomas, Taunton, Somerset, Solicitor Jan 5 Ludlow v Meyler, North, J 
Sheppard, Taunton 

Rocersox, Amos, Eccles, Lanes Dec 30 Rogerson v Rogerson, Registrar, Manchester 
Blears, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dee. 7. 
Brats, , Sasaen, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Jan15 Wallace v Bird, Kekewich,J White, 


no < epee, Lime st, Solicitor Jan 11 Lamperd v Mote, Kekewich,J Mote, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CA: 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gasette,—Fruipay, Dec. 3, 
Azmiracs, C Lavaiz, St John’s Wood Jani16 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 
Bevezsiver, Gzozes,! Newcastle upon Tyne, Fitter Jan 20 Clark, Newcastle “ 





mem, J Oxford Jané Lungiey, Oxford 
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ffe, Chapter Clerks Office, Westminster 

Buxtox, Mary Axx, Islington Jan15 Samuel Price & Sons, Walbrook 
Carrs, Tuomas, Cuckfield, Sussex Feb 28 Mills & Co, Brunswick pl, City rd 
Daxpysmine, Exvtza, Enderby, Leicester Jan8 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 
Davip, Axx, Pendoylan, Glam Jan10 Hancock, Cardiff 
Frees, Tuomas, Tadcaster, York, MP Jan15 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry 
Feeenax, Avy, Exeter Dec 25 Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Guirrrrus, WriiaM, Birmingham Jan3 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham 
Hammtox, James Hans, Rock Ferry, Cheshire Dec 31 Oakshott & Baxter, Liverpool 
Hunt, Axprew, Stoke Newington, Licensed Victualler Jan 15 Burne & Wykes, Lin- 

coln’s inn ‘fields 
Hespexsoy, Jony, Thames Ditton, Surrey Dec 31 Bird & Hamer, Bedford row 
Honsox, Witt1am, Buxton Jan 4 Hobson, Derby 
Jackson, Ricuarp, Gloucester Dec 31 Langley-Smith, Gloucester 
Jouxsoy, Ex1zanetu, Leeds, Shopkeeper Dec 20 Carter & Co, Leeds 
Jouxsox, Georoz James, Charlton, Dover, Builder Feb3 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Jowes, Lyp1a, Stoke Newington Jans East, Basinghall st 
Kent, Exten, Leicester Dec 31 Simpson, Leicester 
Lovertt, Mania, Belper, Derby Dec 31 Walker & Terry, Belper 
McNamer, James, Rochdale Dec 18 Boyer & Co, Manchester 
Maycock, Fravcis, Hawkhurst, Kent Jan18 Davenport &Co, Hastings 
Mosrant, James Josern, Brixton Jani H E Herman, Bartholomew close 
Nuss, Josern Somerset, Weybridge Dec 31 W F Ward & Son, Norfolk st, Strand 


Rawpotrn, Doveras Carer, Wickham Market, Suffolk Jan 12 Daubeny & Mead, 
King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Repueap, Juuia, Rudston, York Feb 27 Harland & Son, Bridlington 


Rotusox, Mary Any, Wanstead, Essex Jan3i T W Ratcliff & Son, Limest 
Sate, Jouy Epwarp, Bath Dec 20 Preston & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Savory, Esra, Blackheath Jan13 Shepheards, Finsbury circus 

Scovrrie.p, GwEexiuiay, Hirwain, Aberdare Jan2i Williams, Aberdare 
Saerrie.p, Epwarp, Islington Dec15 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 

Sixpatt, Mary Ann, Cambridge Jan7 Archer & Son, Ely 

Sura, Ricuarp Witu1am, Anerley, Surrey Jan 1 Smith, Savoy mansions, Savoy pl 
Suyewiup1, Stramati, Manchester Jan 20 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

S@revens, James, Moseley, Worcester Jan7 Johnsons & Co, Birmingham 

Tear, Tuomas, Wandsworth, Veterinary Surgeon Jani Cowdell, King’s Cross rd 
Waxerie.p, Francis, Finchley Jan 31 Talbot, Chancery In 

Weervow, Cuarues, Holloway Dec 3i Finch & Turner, Cannon st 


Waurrte, mpenenas. Stannington, Northumberland Jan 17 ‘Wilkinson & Marshall, New- 
castle on Tyne 

Warre, Rosert, Stannington, Northumberland, Tailor Jan17 Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle upon ‘T'yne 

Wittiamsoy, 8anau Ann, Virginia Water, Berks Jan22 Lovell & Co, Gray’s inn sq 


Waicut, Atrrep Witu14m, Loughborough, Surrey, Licensed Victualler Jan4 Sydney, 
Renfrew rd, Lambeth 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Dec. 7. 
Aprteyarp, Ricnarp Lock, Shepperton Jani12 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s court, Charing 
Cross 


Rev J Tuomas, Maidenhead Jan 10 Charles St C Bedford and G H 
Brows, The k OSEP Abbey 





Batty, Cuasvorrs Avevsra Saran, Clapham Jan 15 Willcocks, New inn, Strand 
Barry, Mantua, Manchester Jan7 Makinson & Co, Manchester 
Basvos, one Samvst, jun, Graby, nr Falkingham, Lincoln, Farmer Jan 14 Toynbee 


Bryer, Joux Georce Bexsauty, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester Jani5 Claye & 
Son, Manchester 


Baanpow, Horatio, Putney, Solicitor Jan8 GS & H Brandon, Essex st, Strand 
Brows, Coty Baz, South Kensington Jan 14 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 


Brown, The Rev Josgen Tuomas, Maidenhead Jan 10 Charles St C Bedford and G H 
Radcliffe, Chapter Clerk’s Office, Westminster Abbey 


Cranks, Mary Apevaipe, Bognor Jan18 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Crarxe, Reainatp, Bognor Janis Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook 

Crane, Joux, Garstang, Lancs Jan3 William & Alfred Blackhurst, Garstang 
Dauziev, Axprew Txouson Hoxsymay, Bath Jan 7 Jameson, Liverpool 

Epwarps, Evzanxon, Newcastle under Lyme Dec 30 T & E Slaney, Newcastle 

Faatenr, Groros, Newcastle upon Tyne, Chemist Dec 24 CJ R Brown, North Shields 
Frisk, The Rev Jauzs, Windlesham, Surrey Jané Lake & Lake, New sq 

Granam, Samui, Birkenhead Jan6é Newman & Kent, Liverpool 

Garrriras, Toomas, Whitchurch, Salop Jan 4 Etches & Lee, Whitchurch 

Gusrarp, Henry, Silksworth, Durham, Stationer Dec 20 Chambers, Durham 
Haroreaves, Cuarvorrs Cuarrs.t, Streatham Jani5 Ashurst & Co, Throgmorton 


Woven, Maneanat, Ince in Makerfield, Lancs Dec18 Wall, Wallgate, Wigan 
J. , Attaw Frank, Aston juxta Commercial Traveller Dec 24 
aman, a i Birmingham, 


Jotty, Anprew, Liverpool, Physician Jan12 Sefton, Liverpool 

Just, Jonatuax, Wigan, Licensed Victualler Dec13 Wilson, Wigan 

Lampert, Mania Ayn, Barrow in Furness Dec13 Jackson, Barrow in Furness 
Tawaquen, Sines Anne, Goodnestone, nr Dover Jani5 F C Mathews Browne & Co, 


McApau, Jaues Kus, Didsbury, or Manchester _ Jan20. ,Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites, 


McCrossmay, Josepx Writiam, Liverpool, Ironfounder Jan 1 Boyle & Picton, Liverpool 

Mortimer, Ricuarp, Leeds, Boot Maker Feb 1 Middleton & Sons, Leeds 

Panxer, Caances, Sheffield Jan 20 Eaton, Sheffield | 

Parmay, Jou Prior, Hoye, Brighton Jan15 Burne & Wykes, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Suarr, Epuunp, Croydon Feb1 Trinder & Co, Cornhill 

Srewart, Jouy, Tunbridge Wells Jan 20 Ince & Co, 8t Benet chmbrs, Fenchurch st 

Tuomas, Octavius Speppinec, Herne Bay Jan 15 Trevor, Suffolk House 

Trssrrs, Mary Sanan, Hawarden, Flint Jan3 Tibbits, Warwick 

Tomuixsox, Georoz Wiii1am, Huddersfield, Machine Maker Jan 15 Chadwick & 
Sons, Dewsbury 


Wats, Fraxcis Roz, Darley Dale, Derby Jani Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Watxer, Mania, Gt Grimsby Jan20 Haddelsey, Gt Grimsby 

Wenssren, Ropert James, Bromley Jan25 Anning & Co, Cheapside 

Wavyte, Fraepericx Wri11am, Liverpool,Mariner Jan15 Bramall & Co, Leadenhall st 
Yeo, Toomas Faepenick, Alverstoke, Gosport Dec 30 Wainwright & Coy, Staple inn 














BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Dec. 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
-~ Margaret, Oxford Oxford Pet Oct 30 Ord 


‘ 
AsprrTon, GzorGe, Fleetwood, Lancs, Shopman Preston 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec8 


W Asu & Sow, Southampton, — Fruiterers 
Southampton Pet Nov 20 Ord D 

Baxer, incnee K, Surbiton, Surrey _ Surrey 
Pet Nov 11 Dee 3 

Birverstone, Orvitite Oscar, Lowestoft, Labourer Great 
Yarmouth Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Currorp, Tuomas, Brough, Westmorland, Farmer Kendal 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dees 


Cowxer, Joun and Secon Arundel st, Strand, Publishers 
h Court Pet Novi1l Ord De 
pene ns Brighton, “Butcher's Manager 
Or a et Dee 6 Ord Dec 7 


Egy ,R... Wriuram, Dudley, een, Coal 
Merchant Dudley Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 
Sengeve, Wissen, Y my Sata Glam, tl Aberdare 


E.xixs, ALBert Epwarp, Slough, Bucks, Leather Seller 
Windsor Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Evaxs, Epwarp Merepiru, Penygraig, Glam, Saddler 
Pon idd Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
Evays, Tuomas was, Ystrad, Rhondda, Glam, Fire- 
man Pontypridd Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 
, Panenan, & Cleethorpes, Joiner Gt Grimsby Pet 


Hayvoy, Euiry Kars, I of Thanet, Kent, Blacksmith 
Canterbury Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Hires, Evtex, Oxford Oxford Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
om, J Arravr THomas, Paddington High Court Pet 
10 Ord Dec 3 

Hiri, Bo Sor com, Wisbech, Builder King’s Lynn Pet 
Howpey, Wie Lewis, Whiston, nr Prescot, Lanes, 
Liverpool Pet Dec 8 Ord Dee 8 

ag Birmingham, Wholesale Fruiterer 


Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 
Farmer 


Jonzs, Davin, Lian Carmarthen Pet 
Nov 27 Ord Nov 27 


Jeans, Bowie Atrrzep Howazp, Clacton on Sea, Grocer 
Colchester Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 


Hypz, 


Layanipar, Luxe Lurewer, Hollington, Sussex, Builder 
‘3 Pet Dee 2 Ord Dec ? 
NALD, > puting house Keeper 
ome ym Se yr Plymouth 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 


Monrra, FW A, Hatleeden High Court Pet Dec7 Ord 

Norru, Atrrep, West Bromwich, Baker West Bromwich 
Pet Dec 6 Dec 6 

Pautmer and Benxert, Bristol, Tailors ;Bristol Pet Nov 
22 Ord Dec 6 

Prowes, James Wii114m, Goole, Yorks, Labourer Wake- 
field Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Poor, L Fowier, Walthamstow High Court Pet Nov 18 
Ord Dee 8 

a. Ricuarp Hersert, 8 


, Derby, Butcher 
on Trent Pet Nov 23 Dec 7 
haven, Joun Lavsuneosiens Wear LT Devon, 


Mackay, 
Cant 


BERTSON, W Cleethorpes, Tailor, Great 
Ro ILLIAM, New 
, iI , 


Savery, Rossrt, Glos, Boot Manufacturer Bristol Pet 
Dec7 yd 


— eae. Joiner Kingston 

Tull Pot Dee ? Ord Des 

geen ti Josera, Hesdinley, Looe” Tailor Leeds Pet Dec 
6 Ord Dec6 


Games, Joserx Axoyrsivs, Catterick, Y Schoolmaster 

8 Ww! ere UU Ord Deo sre Birming. 
mrrH, WILLIAM Heyry. ‘arw % 
ham Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Taccenting, Wit and Henry Mercatrz, Earby, 
ay Bradford Pet Nov25 Ord Dee 4 


Trowsset, Caartes Morris, Crawley, Sussex Brighton 
Pet Nov4 Ord Dec 6 


W. FrReperick, , Northamptons, Farmer 
“Pe Pet Nov 26 Ord 7 








Waeene, fom, Gloucester, Builder Bristol Pet Nov 
Wi = jomt wi Nottingham Nottingham Pet 
RIGHT, 
Nov’ Ord Deo?” 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 12: 


Asranam Isaac, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeds 
oe Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov9 < 
denatel ae oe oe pate ee 

London Gazette of Dec. 
Brtuixerow, James, Salford, Lanes Salfori Pet Nov 22 
Ord Dec 3 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 


ae 


Levens, Aegene 09 eee | 
of Medicine Wi 
4 a hy, 


enna jun, Wheelock 
smith Dec17at 10.45 Royal 
Desven, Jame, preset os oy 
Cnnemenchal, Hotel, Obvarch ‘Accrington 


New Insurance Clerk Det 21 at 
— Bridge st, 7 oe 
Polruan, Cornwall, Baker 7 
at ll Mg ye ye 4 By 


mouth 
Hanves, BR Caledonian rd Dec 21 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy Lg, Rane 


Hea Faaxx Rorss, 
Off feo, 14, Chapel st, 


Grocer Dec 17 at 11 
on 





en al ORE praesent 08 eae 


{ 
aq 
' 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 18, 


1897. _ 





__122 





epee, Jones, Newer No ep Dee 17 at 
Sean Aone Anenvn Tox, ee Peete f Dec 22 at 12 Bank- 


Horroy, Deenas Wincam, Nottioghem, 5 omer MR Dec 20 


at12 Off Ree, 4 
Horwitt, Arraur p nmedy e lie De 4-7 
2lat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple te be me ‘emple Ry 


am Zaemes Hanvey, Leeds, Law Student Dec 22 at 

J b~ nh Tydfil, Baker Dec 20 at 12 65 

0 "Merth: yr 2 ] 
mm st, Merthyr Tydfil 

es shies) Stone, Kent, Surveyor Dec 20 

115, High Rochester 

Lacer  W, Ubinwick, ~ hr Dec 21 at 2.30 Bank- 

Laxz, Burien, Yorks, Coal Merchant Dec 21 at 
rr Off Rec, pie, Yorks, 


, Bradfi 
Lame, oa oan, E Ryde, lof W, Saddler Dec 
18 at 12 19, Quay st, Newport, I of 


Lanorivor, 
Dec 21 at 2.30 Y & Bon, Bank bidgs, 

Lown, Joszrn, Clun, lop, Clogger Dec 20 at 10 4, 
Corn sq, Leominster 


Mackay, Cnanies, Whalley Benge, | nr Manchester, Sales- 
man Dec 20 at 2.30 ‘Off Ree, B yrom st, st, Manchester 
Mavpz, *prighton Dec 17 at 12 Off "Rec, Pavilion 


Mivsuau1, Joux, Crewe, Butcher Dec17 at 10.30 Royal 


stem, Arrnvr, and Ropert Atrrep Hart, St Leonards 
Monumental Masons Dec 2iatil Young & 


Son, 

aror8ees Bank bldg, Hastings Dec 22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Nixon, Manx, Liverpool, Baker Dec 20 at 12 Off Rec, 
36, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Pamsxetr, Grorcs, Hackney rd, Cheesemonger, &c Dec 
22 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Piatrer, Pamir Epwarp Vincent Gitt0ow, Beeston, 
Notts Dec 17 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 


Ne 

Prowss, James Wii11am, Goole, Yorks, Labourer Dec 17 
atil Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, , Wakefidd 

Por, apap as Ladga: te circus, Ironmonger Dec 
20 at Bankru bids, 


a be 22 at 12 Bank- 
’ 


Batrenverry, Joun Lirriesonns, Wear Gifford, Devon, 
Dairyman Dec 20 at 1.15 Sanders & Son, High st, 


Rippaway, Jonx, Coldridge, Devon, Road Sieteettee 
Dec 22 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Ex 


ert som, 2 y, Commission Agent , 4 20 
BNorwich, Gs Wiss, O Maker 
Ror a oy er Dec 17 at3 Off 


8, Winn ne Ne Norwich 
Roscoz, Jonx, St Bride’s st, Restaurant Proprietor Dec 


20 at 12 arg! biden, Coser st 
Rowzaxps, Tuomas, Walnut bridge, Glam Dec 17 at 
3 st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Bamson, Gavin Haminrox, New Romney, Kent Dec 20 at 
30 ity Court Office, New Romney, Kent 
Suguiey, Seg yy Hanley, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
20 at 2.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under 


Suni Te = 
ruptey bldge, Carey st 


—e Samvue., Huggin lane Dec 23 at 12 Bank- 
st 

Sura, nuR, Nelson, Lancs, Commercial Traveller 

Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

> Solicitor Dec 17 at 

, Grocer Dec 22 at 11 


1TH, Horace Metvinur, 
bl 


Sraxes, Wittie Hamumonn, 

, 22, row, 
Tatienting, Wituiam, and Hexry Mercatre, Earby, 
¥ Builders Dec22at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row 


ord 
Txoaxtox, Tom, Gt Grimsby Dec 17 at 11 Off Rec, 
House lane, Hull 
Urwiox, Wim Epwanp, Ladlow, Auctioneer Dec 20 
at10 4, Corn sq, Leominster 
Wanp, Joszrn, Birmingham Dec 17 at 12 23, Colmore 


row, 
‘Warram, Farprricx hae ary Northamptons, Farmer 
Dec 17 at 11.30 Law Co ‘ew rd ee ee 
Winxves, Seeamn Burnley, Solicitor’s Glerk Dec 31 at 1 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 


Winstantey, J Northwich, Cheshire, Grocer Dec 


17 at 10.15 i Crewe 
‘Wonrsyopr, Sasvet, ke, Yorks, Coal Dealer Dec 17 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, or row, Bradford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axnpzrtos, Gronae, Fleetwood, Lancs, Shopman Preston 
Pet Dec 8 Ord Dee 8 
Biiumeron, James, Salford Salford PetNovil Ord 


7 
Biiverstonsz, Ornvitte Oscar, Lowestoft, Labourer Gt 
Senoeth Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Cawprox, Wim, jun, 
Pet Oct 29 


—_ e, Cheesemonger 
Cavwrer, Nevsox Syeiime, Sutton Coldfield, Bank 
Birmingham 


Cosma ibens Pet J cae Mt og A - 
c_ Eee Bee Ord So 4 
, Agtuor Wii114m, x, Dudley, Coal Merchant 


Pet Dee 6, Ord Deo 
TLL14m, Aberdare, al Inank Aber- 
dare Pet Dec 8 Ord Deo 8 “ 
Exxiss, ALeert WARD, Leather Sell 

Windsor Pet Dee 6 Ont Dee wishes 


Wrrran, Yetrad Rhond Glam, Fireman 
Pet Deo'6 Ord Deen” 


F and Txomas Watson Murruey, Shef- 
ow peld, Tailors Sheffield Pet Oct 21 Ord Dee 8 


Wane, Wes Wruu14m Coantzs, New Ly st, Paper Agent 
High Court Pet Nov10 Ord Dec 


GiutoTt, Bartram, Cleethorpes, ped Great Grimsby 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Gotpmaw, Siow, York, Master Tailor Leeds Pet Nov 29 
Ord Nov 29 


Hacvue, Temrte Layrtox, Ashley grdns, Victoria st, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Nov25 Ord Dec 8 

Ranncsgnss, Jounx Josern, Huddersfield Huddersfield 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 6 

Hines, Evuey, Oxford Oxford Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 

Hotpex, Woutam Lewis, Whiston, nr Prescot, Lancs, 
Potter Li Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 

Inpgntatt, Donoray, Dover, Hotel Proprietress Canter- 
bury Pet Oct 20 Ord Dec 6 

Jonxzs, Davip, Liandingat, Farmer Carmarthen Pet Nov 
27 Ord Nov 27 

Jones, Epwis Aurrep Howanrp, Clacton on Sea, Grocer 
Colchester Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Rue, 4 J Hewry, Cheapside, Merchant High Court 

Oct 27 Ord Dec7 


wm... ken Salford, Se Furniture Dealer Salford 
Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 6 

Memeney, zu, Reve, Tenet, Cab Proprietor Plymouth 
Pet Dee 


Mork, jp mandl at me Aurrep Harr, St Leonards 
on Sea, Monumental Masons Hastings Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dee 6 

Norra, {oreo Se Bromwich, Baker West Bromwich 
Pet Dec 4 

Panwett, Groner, Hackni 
Court Pet Novi7 O 

Prowes, James Wiiu1am, Goole, iid Labourer Wake- 
field Pet Dec? Ord Dec 7 

Reywoins, Franky, Segoe, Kent, Farmer Canter- 
bury Pet Novis Ord Dec 

Rosertson, Wittiam, New Cleethorpes, Tailor Great 
Grimsby Pet Dec 4 Dee 4 

Row tanps, Tomas, Walnut Tree Bdge, Glams Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov29 Ord Dec 4 

Savery, —— Glos, Boot Manufacturer Bristol Pet 
Dec7 Ord Dec 7 


Scnorretp, Arruur, Fishlake, York, Joiner Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 

Scorr, JoserH, Headingley, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet 
Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


i =~) ome Grocer Canterbury Pet 

ovl 

Serra, Wittiam Henry, Smethwick, Warwicks, Wire 
Roller Mill Foreman Birmingham Pet Dec7 Ord 


Dec7 

Trixman, Heyry Franx, Hackney, Baker High Court 
Pet Nov19 Ord Dec7 

Troventor, Waurer, Ulverston, Builder Ulverston Pet 

Vv ah wy 4 yin oh Sete Club Proprieter 

ERGA, CARLO, 7m, 0, Clu 

High Court Pet Oct 25 

Weranrmovrs, Jouy, Brough, Westmnsid, Farmer Kendal 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 8 

Weanrmovuru, Joun Watton, Bishop Auckland, Insurance 
Agent Durham Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

bade ha Bristol, b+ Allan Bristol Pet Dec 7 

0 


=f rd, - seca &c High 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 12: 


Yours, Anranam Isaac, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeds 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Cooker, Rosert, Plymouth, Dairyman Plymouth Adjud 
Nov 9, 1897 Annul Nov 17 


London Gazetle.—Tuxspay, Dec. 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BarpgExer, a ty Golden lane, W: Stick Manu- 
facturer h Court Pet Nov 18 “Ondbes 10 


Broox.essy, Heo Great Grimsby, 
Grimsby Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 9 

Brooks, Sam, Sam Surcurre Haren, Brighouse, 
Yorks, Cotton Doublers Halifax Pet Dec 8 Ord 

eg Geenes fomeem, Tenderden, Kent, Fishmonger 

B A x e ‘Gea Deo te. 7 Butch: 

uRN, ALBERT a upon utcher 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Dec 11 Ord Dec 1 

Burnett, Georer, Tyne Dock, Durham, F.-+5 + 8 Fitter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 11 Ord Dee 1i 

Buxton, Henry, Dewsbury, Greengrocer Dewsbury Pet 
Dec 11 Ord'Dec 11 


Danes, Seema, Saeme, Gooqugeeas Leeds Pet Dec 10 

10 

Cua, Wituiam, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 11 Ord 

ll 

Cuements, Rosert, Littleport, Cambs, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet Dee 9 Ord Dee 9 ? 

Darke, Gzonce Joszrn, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet Dec 
10 Ord Dec 10 


Exuis, H, Portland pl High Court Pet Nov 12 Ord Dec 10 


Ganton, Witt1aM, Muscovy ct, Tower Hill, Cocoa Mer- 
chant Court Pet Nov 17 ge Fad 10 

Gress, Exvest Wriiiam Ceci, Hill High Court 

Pet Nov15 Ord Dec 10 

Gress, Freperick aed Megane, Kilburn High Court 

e Pet ov 36 = a - High Court 

ROSVENOR, Freperick Son, Moorgate st 

Pet Nov10 Ord Dec 10 

pares Haas, ~~) Temata Baker Northampton 


Secmian + (A -. ‘eddington, Cycle Agent Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Bess Ord Dee 9 

Keays, Groraina Auice, Eastbourne Eastbourne Pet 
Novi7 Ord Dee 9 





Kiyastor, Semunee Joux, Tin Plate Worker 
Bristol PetDecd Ord Deed” 


8 
Mituicuamr, Rosert Grorce, Weston Heref 
— — Hereford Pet Dec 9 ote — 
2 same Canton, Cardiff, Labourer 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 


Court Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Orton, Wit1am, Leicester Leicester PetDecS Oni 


8 
Outrox, Joseru, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec9 Ord 
Dec 9 


Payxg, Ricuarp, Wandsworth, Butcher Wandsworth 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 9 
ee Ferperickx Eanest, Dorking Poole Pet Deg 


Dec 8 
Prutey, Joun, Thi Hesley, nr Rotherham, Yorks, 
Stonemason Sheffield Pet Dec9 Ord Decd 


Ricnarpson, ALBERT, Does, watewte Fruit Mer. 
chant Dewsb rd Dec 9 


ary 
Ritey, Joun Hewry, Berle Le Tod, Commercial Traveller 
Leeds Pet Dec10 Ord Decl 


Scott, Grora: fg my Livers, York, Timekeeper 
Dewsbury Pet Dec 10 Dec 10 
Sonaes, a oe Walworth, od High Court Pet 


ov i 
Sripoirn, Tuomas ay Woodbri . ae 
uilder Ipswich Pet Dec9 Ord 
Sruncess, Wititam Laonev, Buckland, Portsmouth, 
Grocer Portsmouth Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 1 

Taytor, James H, Ly my a Taunton, ec Yeovil 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 

Visi, Freperick Teun, “tin l, J eae Victualler 
Liverpool Nov19 Ord 

WALkEn, [ay 5 York, ceeaadies Stockton on 
Tees Pet Dec9 Ord Dec9 

nat Rosrrt, Cheshunt, Herts, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Oct 15 Ord Dec 9 


Woor, aS Ww = | bey Fish Dealer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Dec 


Amended notice substituted for that patina in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 23 


ApgranpaLt, Epwiyx, Denton, Lancs, @nen Ashton 
under Lyne Pet Nov 19 Ord Nov 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ap.inGToy, joe Mxrazi, Tunstall, Staffs, School« 
master Dec 21 at 11 Townhall, Hanley 
——- Joz, Wortley, Leeds Deo 23 2 3 Off Ree, 
ark row 
bee a — Southampton, Wholesale Fruiterers Dec 
Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
MB cso Evesng, Golden lane, W Stick Manu- 
facturer Dec 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Baxer, Gzores K, Surbiton, Surrey Destees 12.30 4, 
Railway app, 

Beckett, Cuartzes Roasr, ton in Furness, Fe 
Merchant Dec 22at4 Station Hotel, Carnforth 


ge | King st, Norwich 

Brooxs, Sam, and Sam Surcurre Haieu, Brighouse, 
Yorks, Cotton Doublers Dec 30at11 Off Rec, Town- 
hall, chmbrs, Halifax 

Brooxzs, Wiuu1am, Llandudno, Butcher’s Manager Dec 
23 at 11.45 Prince of Wales Hotel, Liandudno 

Burpen, Grorae Ricnarp, Tenterden, Kent, Fishmonger 
Dec 21 at 2 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, 


Cu, ALFRED, aed, Tailor Dec22at 11.30 2%, 


way app, 

Cements, , ae Liteport Fen, Cambs, Grocer Jan 19 
at10.30 Off Petty » Cambridge 

Cow ey, Jouy and ota st, Strand, Publishers 


Dec 21 at 12 tey bi 

Cox, 5 we ~ ehtos be Lat ay Dec 22 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, ~~? 

Crompron, AnTHuR WiLL1am, Dudley, Worcs, Coal Mer- 
chant Dec 21 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, 


Dudley 
Dart, Ricnarp, and Harry Burier Darr, Nottingham 
ae County Court house, St Peter’s gate, 


Dart, Harry wi and Berwarp > Seana. na 
ham, et Outfitters Dec2iat12 County Court 
house, St Peter’s gate, Nottingham 

Danke, Georce Josepu, Exeter, Baker Dec 23 at 10.30 
0 , 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

——_ Jan 11 at 10.45 L 


Blake, South Quay, 
Evans, Tuomas Wituian, Yotrad. Rhondda, Glam, Fire- 
man Dec 23 at12 65, h st, Merthyr Tydfil 
— me Glos, Builder Dec 22 at 
12.30 Off Bec,’ Baldwin st, Bristol 
Garton, Witu1uM, Muscovy ct, Tower Hill, 
chant Dec 23 at 11 ‘Bankruptey dng — st 
Gotpmay, Son, Leeds, Master 2at 12 Of 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Grosvenor, a ot Moorgate st Dec 23 at 12 


Hauwert, Atrrep, Chalborough, Dessste, Begins 
Dec 21 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, 

Hauuzrt, Ee, Brid; Dorsets, Cutler Dec 22 at 
12.30 Off Ree, City c! 


brs, Endless st, pape 

Haxpcastie, Joun Joszrn, pg ee 
Off 19, ~ a Fy 

— «x te of ifhamet, Kent Dec 23 at 9 

Hixzs, Ex.ex Aides Goeeae house Keeper Dee 21 at 


12 1,8 
Houven, ‘Avan, O Oldham mW. 22 at 2.30 Off Rec, Bank 





Bat et NPS ap 


Lazensy, Harry, Leeds, Bamboo Cane Dealer Leeds Pot 
Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 S 
— Hewny, Twickenham Brentford Pet DecS Org © 


Moss, Hensent Manx, Gt Titchfield st, Grocer High | 


SEPP SS PRR REE bay 9 


Stein Cas Seat 


pavead hen Orvitie Oscar, Lowestoft, Labourer Dec 24 — 
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c8 Onl 
cS Ord 
andsworth 
Pet Des 
a, Yorks, 
rait Mer- 
Traveller 
imekeeper 
ourt Pet 
| Suffolk, 
c9 
cconeutl, 
t Yeovil 
Victualler 


ockton on 
or High 
Stockton 


in the 


al Mer- 
ipton st, 
ingham 
?s gate, 
Notting- 
yy Court 
at 10.30 
0.45 L 
a, Fire- 
fil 

ce 22 at 
a Mer- 
st 

12 Of 
23 at 12 
cksmith 
less st, 
c 22 at 
ary 

2 at ll 
23 at 9 
e 21 at 
c, Bank 
at 2.36 
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——— 
Jonns, Liandingat, Carmarthen, Farmer Dec 21 
ae ott Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
MO Eowix Atyrep Howanrp, Clacton on Sea, Grocer 
Dec 21 at 12.30 Great Eastern Hotel, Liverpool st, 
London 


Frepericx Joux, Bristol Dec 22at 3.15 Off 
Ku®, Baldwin st, Bristol 
, Harry, Leeds, Bamboo Cane Dealer Dec 23 at 
Lazes? "Oat Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Dowatp, Folkestone, Boarding House Keeper 
Ne at 7 Queen’s Hotel, Folkestone 
Muzaisox, Witt1am, Darfield, Yorks, Miner Dec 22 at 
10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 
Mason, Joszra, Aston, Warwick, Pearl Button Manu- 
facturer Dec 21 at11 23, Colmore row, Birming'! 
Mausety, Henny, Plymouth, Cab Pro rietor Dee 22 at 11 
law Society’s chmb rs, Athenzeum lane, Plymouth 
Moss, Hunvent Maxn, Gt Titchfield st, Grocer = Deo 22 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Osrox, WILLIAM Leleier Dec 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1 
Berridge st, 


OvuLTor, aT Bradford Dec 43 at 11 Off Rec, - 
Manor row, Bradford 
Patuer & Bennett, Le wg Tailors Dec 22 at 12 Off 
Rec, Baldwin st, Bristo! 
Pspiey, Freperick } West Hartlepool, Plumber 
ae Qiat3 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sund nd 
PERgina, nes Jom, Clerkenwell, Clerk Dec 23 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs st 
Roseerts, Jonx, se Contractor Dec 23 at 12.15 
Prince of Wales Hotel, Llandudno 
Roserts, hte Walsall Wholesale Potato Merchant 
Dec 22 at 11 Off Rec, Walsall 
SAMUEL, ae Bowanns Dee Gon, Stationer Dec 22 
at12 65, High st, 
Savery, Roperr, Kingewool, @ Glos. Boot Manufacturer 
Dec 22 at1 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Se init Fishlake, Y Yor! x, Joiner Dee 21 at 11 
Trinity House lane, H 
ham, , Dee 22 at 12 
Rec, 4, Castle p k st, Nottingham 
SouTT, THOMAS Jones, Mg ee Traveller Dec 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 
Tuwaites, Tuomas Ossorwe, Bexhill, Farmer Dec 21 at 
8 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
Verca, Canto, Old Commie te oe ae Proprietor 
Dec 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 
Wns e Goonee, Oldham _ Dec 22 at 3.15 OR Rec, Bank 
chmbrs, Queen st, Oldham 
Wi100x, Perse, Bristol, Dairyman Dec 22at3 Off Rec, 
Ba!dwin st, Bristol 
Wirsuie, James, wood, Glos, Builder Dec 22 at 
12.45 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baxzer, Georaz K, Stine, Surrey Kingston, Surre 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec 1 ' ‘ 


Brockxixssy, Hanon, Gt Grimsby, Draper Gt Grimsby 
Pet Nov 25 Ord Dec 10 

Baooxe, Sam, and Sam Svurciivra Haien, Brighouse 
York, Cotton Doublers Halifax Pet Dec 8 Ord 


8 

Burpex, Gzorcz Ricuarp, Saaape, Kent, Fishmonger 
Hastings Pet Dec10 Ord Dec 

Burx, AL¥rep Freperick, ded, = P| Butcher 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Deci1l Ord Dec 





Deemer, Groner, Tyne Dock, Duhon, Engine Fitter 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec Ord Dec 1 
Buxtox, Hewny, Dewsbury, Greeng D %b y Pet 
Dec10 Ord Dee 11 


Benes, Sencun, Leeds, Gesenqueese Leeds Pet Dec 10 
ogee, Wriiuiam, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 11 Ord 
tee Bauer, Brighten. Butcher’s Manager 


Cunanars, Hom, Lite Littleport, Cambs, Grocer Cambridge 
Darxe, Grorce _y cerhel Exeter, Journeyman Baker 
x Exeter Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 10 

ARE, mpsen, Ba Badby, Oe = Daves etiemates, Baker 
Hives, Anruur a ag Pa ‘igh Court Pet 

Nov 10 Ord Dec 9 
East Finchley, Draper 


Hoswut, Arruur Herperrt, 
Barnet Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 8 
Huddersfield, Rot, Manufacturer 
‘et Sept 24 Ord Dee 1 
Kuostoy, Freprrickx ary Co "Tin-plate Worker 
9 
Lavnir, Tuomas Percy, Somers 7. Potato Salesman 
ie tiene tote ahties tee Semmes Teste 
ZENBY, RBRY. Cane er 
Pet eos Ord Dee 8 i 
Lirscompz, ARTHUR, Paul’s Churchyard High Court 
Pet Sept 3 Ord Dec 9 


Jonsson, Gronar 
Huddersfield P 


» Ropert Georce, Weston Here- 
fords, oe me Dec 9 9 
Moss, RBERT NK, itchfiel: Grocer High 
Court Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 * 


Onno, Wants oar Leicester . Pet Dec 7 Ord 

Oru0R, semen, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec9 Ord 

Paver, Fannanecs Ennest, Dorking Poole Pet Dec 

Puizy, Jon Hesle: Patio, Y 
Stonemason po ee Dec 9 Ord ™ 

Ratrexseney, Joun Lareuasonss escics 

‘et 6 

Ricuarpsox, ALBERT, a Mer- 
chant Dews Pet Dec 9 “OW Dect 

Ruzy, vous Howes, Burley, Leeds, at Traveller 


Hastings 


Scorr, George Atrazp, Liversedge, York, Timekeeper 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 10 ~ 

Suetiey, Cuarues, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 

Pet Nov 12 Ord Dee 8 


Syowpox, ay Harry, — Salesman High 


Pet Nov3 Ord 
Srivotes, Tomas Bt ay Wi Suffolk, 
rgan Builder Pet Dec 9 
Srenc =e , Leicester, 
P Dee 8 
Suessen, § Mn. Ossorye, Bexhill, Farmer Hastings 


0 
Watxer, Tuomas, Redcar, York, Blacksmith Stockton on 
W. Phd ,- uN Farmer Peterborough 
ATTAM, DERICK 
Wi sag) te A. enna Stockton 
‘oor, ABETH, 
on Tees Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 23: 
Anranpace, Epwiy, Denton, Lanes, Grocer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Novi9 Ord Nov 19 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Sovurnwoop, Wriuiam, Dawlish, Devons, Wine Merchant 
Exeter Adjud June 17, 1896 Annul Dec 8, 1897 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





THE BEVERAGE OF THE PEOPLE. 

Let us glance at the ordinary breakfast beverages of the 

ly infused, is only a stimulant, It is 

not a beverage, and as usually decocted is 

in perfection 

are for- 

to use alcohol, is only a cardiac or 

heart stimulant. It increases for a short time the power 

6S Se eg Sy eae Se word a 
nourishing . 

Cocoa. The ordinary cocoa is not by an 
ing beverage. Its good qualities ei 
or foreign varisties are smothered in 

that induce and 


means a 
in the 
starch and 











W. P; THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Laverroot, Mancuesrse, and ~enpoel 


LONDON and Mand DATRRMATIONAL AGRETS 


PATENT ematters: 
Representatives in all Capitals, 


ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.1I.M.E. 
Patent nt ob 






















ver 60 HIP: 


P“CONWAY” 


HIPC 


FOR TRAINING 
we OFFICER 


YOUNG 
rowsecome OFFICERS 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
THE CAPT., AT MILLER. RN, 


= 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST AND SUPPER. 


BRAND &.CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


x W., & MAYFAIR 
DMN OH VAURHALL, LONDOR, 8: 
LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every desoription of Printing—large or small. 

















Printerr of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper. 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 


Contracts entered into. 


GOLD PEN, 


Moree ST a 


Price 6d. each; post-free, 7d. 





White Metal Pocket Holder, one. voce Se 
bases Or, with Mordan’s Best Silver - = “a 
°°" | ted Faas complete “ones 
Fluted Pattern, Telescopic obby >: 00m . 10s. 6d 

Other patierns in great varity, 





;| MEER: &: 


7, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsurrus anp Srivansurrus, 17 AND 18, Procapmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
URCH-8TREET, ConNHILL, Lonvon, E.C., beg respectfully’ to announce that they AccURATELY 
appraise the above for the Lacat Prorgssion or PuncHasR the same for cash if desired. Estab- 
lished 1772. 
Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenbera, K.C.B. 


DISA BLEMUNT By DIsHasE 
(TYPHOID FEVER, SMALL POX, TYPHUS, &c.) AND 
aAOOCIDINTS OF ALI HIN DS 
RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE CO. 
LIABILITY INSURANCE. FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
e242, COR NWEUIIX§I, LONDON. A. VIAN, Secretary. 





Special Advantages to Private Insurers. ] 
THE IMPERIAL rmsvnancz company | THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


tmutrep. FIRE. BY AUTHORITY. 


; Established 1803. | nisite th tt 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, | very tea ote Oe cart -Re 
‘ Chancery-lane, W.C. 7 ; 
Beer od ee i unde ores é1.bou none? 900000. | The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. “MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
——_—_—_————- ————_— | qectaty pated i Ge Cars DeSean 
ibution, SHARE CATES, D: 


IFE ASSURANCE POLICIES | 
WANTED for large sums on lives past forty-five. Sete antgues | “No Baie, ‘or QeEICIAL 





Considerably over surrender value given. 
Speedy settlements and highest references. 


| Solicitors’ Account Books. 
Also Reversions and Life Interests purchased. 


T. ROBINSON, RICHARD FLINT & 5 20. 


h ’ 
Insurance _Insuraace Broker, 85, Hig! street V West » Sunderland. Stetionaza, Printens, a 
“THE REV REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, | 49, FLEET- wea eee” E.O. . (oumnd 
LIMITED a 
(eraszsense 18323), Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
Purchase Reversion Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, wa TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


Atrs eenaeaee Dobe Sate, B 
|-up Share an ture 613.725, 
17, KIN ao EMAN’ 


ARMS YARD, COL sTReer. B.C. /DALRYMPLE HOME, 


ESTABLISHED 1851. | RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


BIRKBECK BANE Yor Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


pe gece For Terms, &c., apply to 
. » Chancery-lane, London, W.C. R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 


INVESTED FUNDS - = - £8,000,000. pee Metical Superintendent. 


Number of Accounts, 75,061, TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 
-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed —e 


TWO-AND-A A s ' 
TWO pa Oar. oa cunnEEr accor, ani/hMiGH SHOT HOUSE, 


cco 
minimum monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. ’ 
STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
sold for customers. For Gentlemen under the Acts ont privately. Terms, 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
Sma Deposits received, and Interest allowed monthly on | F. MHEAD, ‘Buby BM M.B. (Camb.), M.B.C.8. (Eng.) 


each 1. 
Telephone No. 65005. 
Scraphis Atos “SIRKRECE, LONDON.” MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 


FRANCIS RAVENSCROPFT, Manager. PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 
edical Attendant : cms J. BOND, F.B.C.8. Eng., 


INSURANCE OFFICE, uae Lond. Princi . M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc. 
i ’ Experience. Excellent 
S U N ee Peed and Medios a se Fort terms and particulars 


























LAW COURTS BRANCH: apply Miss RILEY, or th 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


SUM INSURER IN 1996, £388,952,800. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


rapes BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of th 
a Sea eee er 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace, 
Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


%, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. |S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 





SAVE (50 TO 75 PER Gl SEN 


THE SAFE. & ‘DEED E 30) 


SUPPLY CO., 


29, TEMPLE ST. WOLVEE fF 
Telegrams, “* Deeds, Wolverhampton.” 


HUNDREDS OF TESTIMONIALS, © 





you sora supplied to us, and now inclose 
£36 6s. 6d. Oe eet ee et ee 
kindly receipt and return in duecourse. We , 
o recommend your ‘eee any of om +S age be 
equire Deed Beces. ours faithf i 
Poo & Rosixson, 
From Mr. Gzorcz AYLWARD, ———. House, Co 
PR uth, Sept. 1 

Le pe ee ay safe ° Ry! to pin a and I om 
much pl with it; an it is as you guaran fire 
urglar proof, I think it is marvellously cheap. 


Wrought iron and steel Fire and Burglar Resisting, Um 


pickable, Weidgeproot Cash and Jewellery Safe, 
A h. Wide. 


Hig! Deep. : 
No. B54.—20 by 14 by 14 in, *gg 


B55.—22 by 15 by 15 in. *£9 
B56.—24 by 17 by 16 in. *£3 
B57.—26 b 


+ With 2 drawers 
These are 5 to 6 inches less in 
ct iw measurement. 
2 in, = how paw jon best a lock, ok, duplicate 
Chubb’s kk, 7s. 6d. each extra. 


wa... and steel Fire and Burgiar Resisting, Une 
pickable, Wedgeproof Book, Cash, and Jewellery 


Extra Srrona. 

No High WideDeep £ 
B956. 24 by 17 by 17 in. *5 
- 26by 18 by 17 in. 


*6 
- "6 
7 
. +7 
+8 
. 8 
+9 


> sty Mitel in. 

40 by 25 by 24in. $10 
ith 1 drawer. 

+ With 2 drawers, 





2} i in. 
andl, throw bolts in in 


wal 


-e8Estnsant 


: With 2 drawors and shel. 


>, and bottom of door, = 


becbieverlock, a 
Fitted with Chubb’s 
7s. 6d. each extra, 


Any size safe and strong-room doors quoted for on applic 
Set of best ti 
steel fall-front DJ 


Boxes, 20 14 % 


brass knobs 


Stock Size, 30 by 17 
. No. Bio. £8 10s, 4 


. to Order, 


SPECIAL LINES IN BALLOT BOXES. 
REGISTERED FOLDING VOTING 


All kinds of Boxes made and Strong Rooms 
vetectadmerhoaum 


Town, and 
Wass seeing Soe noe ‘own = 





on Solicitors, Acceuntants, &c. 


eR eke 


Sy 


Soul ciate cme 





e happy 
who may 


BINSOR, 


sham, 





